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IJnited States Department of the Interior

Dear Public Land User:
September 26.1986

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Proposed Baker Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(Proposed RMP/Rnal ElS) for the Baker Planning Area, Vale Disfria,  Oregon. The Bureau of Land Management has prepared this
document in partial fulfillment of its responsibilities under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the National
Environmental Policy AC!  of 1969.

The Proposed RMPiFinal EIS is published in an abbreviated format  and isdesigned to be used inconjunction  wi!hlhe  Draft  RMPEIS
published in March 1986. Additional copies  of the Draft RMPiElS are available from the Bureau of Land Management, 1550 Dewey,
Baker, Oregon 97614 or 100  East Oregon Street. Vale, Oregon 97918.

This Proposed RMP/Final  Elscontainsasummaryofthe  Draft RMPIEIS.  an introduction,  theproposedplan,text  revisionstothe Drafr
publiccomments received on the Draft. and the Bureau’s responseto thesecomments.

If you wish tommmentforrhe  Distriit Manager’smnsideration  inthedevelopmenlof thedecision. pleasesubmiiyour comments by
November IO. 1986. Your comments  shouti be sent to:

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P0Box700
Vale, Oregon 97918

The plan decisions will be based on the anatysis contained in the EIS. any additional data available, publicopinion. management
feasibility, policy  and legal constraints. The approval of the plan will be documented in a reard of decision, which will be mmpleted later
and will be available to the public.

The proposed plan cannot be approved until the Governors of Oregon and Washington have had an opportunity to review rt. Approval
of the plan will also be subjectto  the final action on any protests that may be filed. Any person who participated in the planning process
and has an interest that may be adversely affeded  by the approval of this RMP may protest such approval. A protest may raise Only those
issues that were submirledforthe  remrd duringthe planning prooess.  and shoutd be filed withthe  Direclor(202).  Bureauof  Land
Management. 1800 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240wilhin  the official protest period ending November 10,1966.  Protests
must mntain the following information:

--The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest.

--A statement of the issue or issues being protested

--A statement of the part  or parts of the plan being protested.

--A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the planning process of the protesting party. or an
indEation  of the datethe  issues were  discussed for the reoord.

--A complete statement explaining why you feel the decision is wrong

Sincerely yours,

/ I. . AA n

---
William C. lfalkil
Districi Manager



Proposed Baker Resource
Management Plan and
Final Environmental
Impact Statement

Proposed  RMP/Final EIS
Department  of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management

1. Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative ( )

2. Abstract: This Proposed Resource Management
Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement discusses
Resource Management on 429,754 acres of public lands
administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the
Baker Resource Area of the Vale District. The Proposed
Plan would harvest timber on 25,353 acres with an
estimated sustained decadal harvest level of 27 million
board feet (MMBF); grazing management would continue
on 50,397 acres of Section 15 grazing lands (111 grazing
allotments); 50 miles of riparian zones would be prioritized
for management based on their condition and need;
wildlife and fish habitat would be maintained or improved
throughout the planning area; l&306.86  acres would be
available for land tenure adjustment through exchange,
transferorsale; 139,160acreswould  belimitedorclosed
to Off Road Vehicle use: nine Special Management Areas
totaling 38,988 acres would be designated as Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern: cultural, soil, water,
botanical, visual and recreational resourceswould be
maintained or improved.

3. Four atternatives  are analyzed:
A. Continue Existing Management (No Action)
B. Emphasize Commodity Production
C. Emphasize Natural Environment Protection
D. Preferred

4. The public review and protest period will be 30 days,
ending November 10,1986.

5, Forfurther informationcontact:

Sam Montgomery
RMPiElS Team Leader
Bureau 01 Land Management
Baker Resource Area
1550 Dewey
Baker, Oregon 97814



Summary
This P:oposed  Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement (Proposed RMPiFinal
EIS) identifies and analyzes four multiple use alternatives
for managing public lands in the Baker Resource Area.
The RMP was prepared using the Bureau of Land
Management planning regulations issued underthe
authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976 (FLPMA). Each alternative represents a
complete, reasonable and implementable master plan that
provides aframeworkwithinwhichfuture,  moresite-
specific decisions would be made.

The RMP addresses the forestry, wildlife, minerals, lands,
watershed, fire, cultural, recreation, off-road vehicle and
special management area programsforthe entire Baker
Resource Area. It also addresses grazing management,
riparian zone management and competitive forage
allocation for50,397  acres (located north of Baker County)
that are administered for grazing under Section 15 of the
Taylor Grazing Act.

This RMPdoes not address grazing management, riparian
zone management orcompetitive forage allocationon
379,357 acres (located primarily in Baker County) that are
administered for grazing under Section 3 of the Taylor
Grazing Act. The 1981 lronside Rangeland Program
summary (RPS) established and describesthese
programs for”Section  3’grazing lands. The lronside RPS
will continue to be implemented under all the alternatives.

The Four Alternatives Are:

Preferred  Alternative
This alternative would provide for production of resources
and protection of natural values. This alternative
represents the Bureau’s favored management approach.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands
would remain at 4,258 AUMs.
2. Riparian zones on Section 15 lands would be
prioritized for management based on their need and
potentials  Riparian zone management would emphasize
cooperative efforts with adjacent federal, state and private
landowners.
3. All forage on 3,700 acreswithin Cooperative Wildlife
Management Areas (approximately 350 AUMs)  would be
allocated to deer and elk on Section 15 areas.
4. A total of 18,307 acres of public lands would be
available for disposal pending site-specific study.
5. Nearly ail public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 385 acres (less
than 1%) would be proposed for withdrawal from mineral
entry. Another 18,955 acres (2%) would be open to oil
and gas leasing with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation.
A seasonal oil and gas leasing restriction would apply to
201,720 acres (21.5%) due to wildlife considerations.

6. The 1 O-year sustainable harvest level would be
approximately27 million board feet (MMBF) froma
commercial forest land base of 25,353 acres.
7. Existing recreation facilities would be maintained or
improved, as funding allows, to mitigate damage and
sanitary problems associated with increased visitor use.
The natural characterof the BLM lands along the Grande
Ronde River, the Snake River and Joseph Creek will be
protected pending resolution of the wild and scenic
Issue.
8. Approximately 139,160 acres of public land would be
limited or closed to off-road vehicle use.
9. Nine SMAs  would be designated as ACECs,  including
one ONA and one RNA. Unique values within other
possible SMAs  would be maintained under existing
authorities.

No Action (Current
Management)  Alternative
This alternative would maintain the present management
under existing decisions of the Baker Management
Framework Plan (1979),  Grande Ronde Management
Framework Plan (1976),  Oil and Gas Management
Program (1975),  Timber Management Program for Eastern
Oregon and Washington (1976) and several resource
activity plans. Outputs from public lands and resources
would generally continue at the present level.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands
would remain at the current level of 4,258 Animal Unit
Months (AUMs).
2. Existing custodial management of riparian zones would
continue on Section15 lands.
3. On Section 15 lands, all forage on 3,700 acres within
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas (approximately
350 AUMs)  would continue to be allocated to deer and
elk.
4. About 20,000 acres of public land would be available
for disposal pending site-specific study.
5. All public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 22,215 acres
(2.3%) would be open to leasing with “no surface
occupancy”stipulation, and 25,145 acres (2.6%) would
remain closed to leasing.
6. The 1 O-year sustained harvest level would be 28
MMBF  from 31,290 acres of commercial forest lands.
7. Current recreation facilities would be maintained within
availablefunding.
8. The current Off Road Vehicle (ORV) designation would
remain in effect, with 120,528 acres limited or closed to
ORV use. All lands in the Blue Mountain and Grande
Fionde Planning Units would remain open to ORV use,
except the South Fork of the Walla  Walla  Riverwhich is
now “limited”.
9. No Special Management Areas (SMAs) would be
designated. Unique values in possible SMAs  would
continue to be protected under existing authorities.
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Commodity Production
Alternative
This alternative would strive to maximize the utilization of
resources and produce the greatest possible revenue.
Conflicts would be resolved in favor of commodity
resources.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands could
increase by 764 AUMs,  to 5,022 AUMs.
2. Existing custodial management of riparian zones on
Section 15 lands would continue.
3. On Section 15 lands, all forage on 3,700 acres within
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas (approximately
350 AUMs)  would be allocated to deer and elk.
4. An estimated 12,440 acres of public land would be
available for disposal, pending site-specific study.
5. All public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 3,360 acres
(0.4%) would be open to oil and gas leasing with a “no
surface occupancy” stipulation. A seasonal oil and gas
leasing restriction would apply to 14,825 acres (1.6%) due
to wildlife habitat considerations.
6. The sustainable 10 year timber harvest level would be
approximately 29 MMBF from a commercial forest land
base of 26,026 acres.
7. Recreation sites would be redesigned to accommodate
increased visitor use, pending available funding.
8. Approximately 122,920 acres of public land would be
limited or closed to off-road vehicle use.
9. One SMA would be designated as an Outstanding
Natural Area (ONA) and an Area of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC). Unique values within other possible
SMAs  areas would be maintained under existing
authorities.

Natural Environmental
Protection Alternative
This alternative emphasizes maximum protection of natural
values. Conflicts would be resolved in favor of protecting
natural values.

1. Forage available for livestock on Section 15 lands
would be reduced by 30 AUMs.  to 4,228 AUMs.
2. Livestock grazing would be excluded from 6 miles of
streams on Section 15 lands to protect riparian zones.
3. On Section 15 lands, All forage on 3,700 acres within
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areas (approximately
350 AUMs)  would be allocated to deer and elk.
4. No public lands would be offered for sale, however
transfers and public agency leases would be permitted.
5. Nearly all public lands would remain open for mineral
exploration and development. A total of 1,630 acres (less
than 1%) would be proposed for withdrawal from mineral
entry 34,508 acres (4.7%) would be open to oil and gas
leasing with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation.
Seasonal restrictions on oil and gas leasing would apply

to 194,967 acres (20.8%) due to wildlife considerations.
6. The 10.year sustained  timber harvest level would be
approximately 23 MMBF from a commercial forest land
base of 25,333 acres.
7. Recreation facilities would be maintained and
redesigned to mitigate overflow damage and sanitary
problems, pending available funding.
8. Approximately 142,380 acres of public land would be
limited or closed to off-road vehicle use.
9. Twelve SMAswould  be designated as ACECs.
including one ONA and one Research Natural Area
(RNA). Unique values within other possible SMAs would
be maintained under existing authorities.

Table 1 summarizes the environmental consequences of
implementing each of the alternatives.
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Table 1 Summary of Environmental Consequences and Comparison of Alternative
Allocations

Unit of

Natural
current Commodity Resource

Preferred Manaoement Production Protection
Measure Alternative (No ktion) Alternative Alternative

Soil
Air
Water
Quant  ty
Quality
Vegetation
Ecological Condit!on
Plant Diversity
Threatened. Endangered
or Sersitlve Species
(Protection)
Livestock Grazing (Section 15)
Available Forage
Riparian Zones
Wildlife
Terrestrial Habi!a!
Fish
Threatened &
Endangered Species
Recreation
Visitor Use Leveis
Qua’ity of Experience
Cultural  Resources
(Enhancement)
Protection/Enhancement
of Visual Quaiity
Forest Products
Harvest Level
Off-Road Vehicle
Open
Limited
Closed
Land ‘Tenure  Adll:stmcnt
AvaIlable  for Disposal
Mineral Resources
Withdrawals
Locatable Minerals
Leasable Minerals
Seasonal Stipulations
No Surface  Occupancy
Closed to LeasIng

Saleable Minerals
Aggregate

tConOmlC  ACtlv!ty

#of Pits
Trend

Change in Local Personal Income Dollars
Special Management Areas # of Areas
Protection of Values Trend

’ 0 = No Change + = Increase = Decline

Condition/Trend ’ + 0
Condition/Trend + + +

+
+

Condition/Trend
Condition/Trend

+
+

0
0

+
+

Condition/Trend
Condition/Trend

+
+

0
0

+
+

Condition/Trend + 0 0 +

AUMs 4,258 4,258
Condition/Trend + 0

5,022 4,228
+

Condition/Trend
Condition/Trend

+
+

0
0

+
+

Condition/Trend + 0 0 +

Trend
Condition/Trend

+
+

0
0

+
+ +

Condition/Trend + 0 0 +

Trend + 0 +

MMBF 2.65 2.79 2.85 2.29

Acres 290,594 309,226 306,834 287,374
Acres 138,042 119,560 121,802 141,262
Acres 1,118 968 1,118 1,118

Acres 18,307 20,000 12,440 0

Acres
Trend

385 0
0

0
0

1,680

Acres 201,720
Acres 18,955
Acres 14,825

22,215
25,145

15,815 194,967
3,360 34,508

14,825 14,825

24
+

20,000
9

+

1 24
0 +
0 456,000
0 1

1

-102,000
12

+
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Chapter 1
Purpose and Need for Action

Introduction-The Planning
Area
This Resource Management Plan (RMP) addresses
429,754 acres of public land and an estimated 939,000
acres of subsurface mineral estate administered by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

The RMP consolidates three previously established
planning units into one planning area, which is called the
Baker Planning Area. The previous planning units were
the Baker, Blue Mountain and Grande  Fionde Planning
Units.

BLM lands in the planning area are scattered throughout
six counties in northeast Oregon (Baker, Malheur, Morrow,
Umatilla, Union and Wallowa), and portions of two counties
in the southeast portion of Washington State (Asotin and
Garfield). Refer to Table 2 and Figure 1. The general land
pattern in the planning area is characterized by small to
moderate sized parcels of BL.M  administered land that are
widely scattered and intermingled with private land, state
land, and land administered by the Forest Service (FS)
and other federal agencies.

Most of the BLM land in the planning area is located in
Baker and MalheurCounties  (377,214acres), where the
largest and more closely blocked parcels occur. ELM lands
in the six northern counties of the planning area total

Table 2 Public Land Acreage, Baker
Resource Arq

Federal (BLM)
Coutgy ~-Surface-

Section 3 Grazing Area
Baker 367,168
Malheur 10,046
Wallowa 2,143

379,357

Total Acreage
of~coun~Y  ~~

1,930,240
12,040

2,033,920

Section 15 Grazing Area
Morrow 2,328
Umatilla 13,178
Union 6,119
Wallowa 18,328
Asotin ’ 10,374
Garfield ’ 70

50,397

Total 429,754

1,317,900
2,065,280
1,200,480

above
109,235

3,320

8,772,415
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50,397 acres, and generally occur  in smaller and more
widely scattered parcels.

BLM administered lands in the planning area are managed
by the Baker Resource Area office of the Vale BLM
district. The Baker Resource Area office is located in
Baker, Oregon and the Vale BLM district office is located
in Vale, Oregon, BLM lands in Asotin and Garfield
Counties in Washington State are managed by the Baker
Resource Area office under an interdistrict agreement
between the Vale and Spokane BLM district offices.

The planning area is bordered by the Snake River to the
east, the Columbia River and State Linetothe north, and
by Gilliam,  Wheeler, Grant and Malheur Counties to the
west and south (referto Map 1 and Figure 1).

The Wallowa-Whitman  National Forest, a portion of the
Umatilla National Forest, the Hells Canyon National
Recreation Area, Boardman  Bombing Range and the
Umatilia Army Depot are other major federal lands within
the boundaries of the planning area. The Umatilla Indian
Reservation and Bureau of Reclamation lands are also
within the planning area.

Purpose and Need
The Proposed Baker Resource Management PlaniFinal
Environmental Impact Slatement  will provide a
comprehensive framework for managing and allocating
public land and resources in the Baker Resource Area for
the next 10 or more years. The Proposed RMP will serve
as a master plan from which future, more site-specific
analysis and decisions will be made regarding allowable,
conditional or prohibited uses and activities.

More specifically, the Proposed RMP establishes:

- Resource condition goals and objectives;
-Allowable resource uses and levels of production;
-Areas for limited, restricted or exclusive resource uses;
-Areasforretentionortransferfrom  BLM administration;
* Program constraints and general management practices;
* Specific management plans required;
- General resource monitoring standards.

This Proposed Resource Management Plan will provide
management direction and environmental analysis forthe
forestry, wildlife, watershed, fire, cultural, recreation, off-
road vehicle, and special management area programs for
the entire Baker Planning Area. it will also provide direction
and environmental analysis for grazing management,
riparian zone management, and competitive forage
allocation on 50,397 acres managed for grazing under
Section 1501  theTaylorGraring  Act. These”Section  15”
grazing lands are located in the six northern counties of
the planning area, and are scattered among 7 million acres
of private land, state land and land managed by other
federal agencies.

The Proposed Resource Management Plan will
supersede the 1979 Baker Management Framework Plan
andthe 1976Grande  Ronde Management Framework
Plan. However, this RMP will not supplant the 1981
lronside Rangeland Program Summary/Record of
Decision (RPS), which was preparedfor379,357  acres in
the planning area that are managed under Section 3 of the
Taylor Grazing Act. These “Section 3” grazing lands are
located primarily in Baker County and the porlion  of
Malheur County within the planning area.

The lronside RPS resulted from a thorough analysis
conducted in the lronside Grazing Environmental Impact
Statement. It will continue to provide the basic grazing
management and forage use direction for  Section 3
grazing lands in the planning area. The lronside RPS will
be modified only to the extent that it is affected by other
resource decisions stemming from this RMP.

The second periodic update to the lronside RPS was
attached to the draft RMPiEiS. The lronside RPS Update
describes the status of the grazing management program
on Section 3 grazing lands in the planning area.

This Proposed RMPiFinal  EIS, in conjunction with the
1980 lronside Grazing Environmental Impact Statement, is
intended to satisfy for the Baker Resource area the court-
ordered requirement (U.S. District Courtforthe  District of
Columbia, ref. case No. 1983-73) for site-specific grazing
ElSs on BLM administered grazing lands.

The Resource
Management Planning
Process
The Resource Management Planning Process involves
nine interrelated steps, as shown in Table 3.

The BakerRMPwas  initiated inthewinterof  1985, andthe
first six steps of the RMP process have been completed.
Public involvement was solicited during planning steps
numbers 1 and 2: the review of issues and development
of planning criteria. Public review and comment was also
requested during planning step number5,  when the
resource area published draft resource management
alternativesforpubliccomment.

This document represents planning step number 7b,
selection of the Proposed RMP/Final  EIS, and is subject
to a 30 day public comment period that closes November
10,1986. The Final Resource Management Plan, Record
of Decision and Rangeland Program Summary will be
published in 1987.
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Table 3 Resource Management
Planning Process

1. ldenl:iica:ion  of Issw
2. Deve:apmen: of Pla+g Crter~a
3, lwen:oy Da!aand Iricrmatiar,  Co’lection
C, Ara!y% of the Mana;eTert  S~:uaton
5, Formulation of Alterna.lves
6, Esl Ta!ian of Effec!s ”
7. Selec%r of a Prefe!red Allernaxe

a, Drall RMPiElS
b, P:oposed PMPlFir;al  EIS

8. Se’ectlon  of the Resource Managerrent P:aniReoxd  of Decision
9, Monixrirg  and Eval;alon

Completed
Completed
Completed
Comple!ed
Completed
Completed

Completed
Comple!eo
Winter 1987
Continuing

Resource Planning Issues
and Criteria
Public involvement was sought at an early stage in the
RMP process to identify important issues that needed to
be addressed by the management plan. A planning issue
is an anticipated or known concern about the use or
management of public lands or resources. Several specific
issueswere identified in public comments and by Baker
Resource Area sta,ff,  and serve as the focus for this
RMPIEIS.

After resource issues were identified, planning criteria
were developed to guide how the issues would be
addressed in the RMP. Planning criteria take into
consideration resource laws, policies and regulations, and
help the planning staff identify data needs, formulate land
use alternatives, and evaluate and select a preferred
alternative.

Following is a description of the primary planning issues
and criteria considered in this RMP.

Topic: Lands and Access
Issue 1. Which lands in the resottrce  area are suitable for
disposal or acquisition to enhance management
efficiency?

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify lands that are difficult or uneconomical to
manage because of scattered, isolated patterns/or
insufficient resource values.

b. Give emphasis to needs of other federal, stale, and
local government and communities for disposal lands.

c. Assign priorities to land tenure adjustments,

Issue 2. Which lands need legal access to enhance their
management and use?

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify areas where access is lacking and areas where
access is needed.

b. Assign priorities to access needs

Issue 3. Which areas of public land would be suitable as
right-of-way routes for major utilities, i.e., 69 KV or larger
powerlines, 6-inch or larger pipelines, railroads, and
improved and maintained roads?

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify avoidance or exclusion areas,

b. Designate corridor or corridor segments based on
existing facilities.

c. Designate communication sites (existing and proposed)
that could be available for existing facilities.

Topic: Forest Management
ISSue 1. Which forest lands and woodlands should be
intensively managed forwood products and which should
be managed principally to benefit other resources (i.e.,
watershed, wildlife, livestock grazing, etc.)?

Planning Criteria

a. Classify forest lands according to their timber production
capabilities.

b. Considerother resource values as well as forest and
woodland products.

c. Give overmature, diseased, or insect infected woodland
and forest land stands highest priority for management.

d. Designate firewood cutting areas for public use (private
orcommercial).

e. The level of timber and woodland production should
not exceed sustained yield harvest capability.

f. Assume all forest and woodland management practices
will comply with state forest practice rules and meet water
quality best management practices.

Topic: Mineral Resources
Issue 1. What areas of public land should be withdrawn
from mineral entry?

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify public lands with potential for development of
locatable minerals.



Issue 2. In what areas should mineral leasing be
encouraged?

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify public lands that contain potentially valuable
leasable mineral resources (i.e. coal, oil and gas).

b. Review the special and no occupancy stipulation areas
associated with the Vale District Programmatic
Environmental Analysis and determine if they need
revisionforthe  Baker Resource Area.

Issue 3. In what areas should mineral materials be
developed?

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify areas suitable for management of mineral
material disposal (i.e decorative stone, rip-rap, sand and
gravel, rock sources for aggregate, etc.), considering
present and future demands and the needs of local
governments and agencies.

b. Identify areas where mineral materials are readily
available from commercial suppliers and determine if sales
from public lands within those areas should be limited.

c. Review all material site rights-of-way in the Baker
Resource Areaforappropriate size andfrequencyof use.
Also identify sites that would better serve the public as
free use permits or community pits.

d. Identify and prioritize mining disturbed areas for
reclamation.

e. Insure that reclamation meets federal and state
requirements.

Topic: Rangelands
Issue 1. What should BLM’s graring management
program be for lands managed under Section 15 of the
Taylor Grazing Act, and located primarily in the Blue
Mountain and Grande Ronde management areas (Morrow,
Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, Garfield and Asotin counties)?

Planning Criteria:

a. Allocate vegetation for livestock, wildlife, watershed
protection, scenic quality, threatened and endangered
species, and other multiple use considerations.

b. Identify changes or additional range management
practices needed to achieve other resource objectives
identified in the RMP.

Topic: Recreation
Issue 1. In what areas should recreation activities be the
predominant use, considering projected recreation
demands within the area, visitor and resource protection

capability, public access, and compatibility with other
uses?

Planning Criteria:

a. Emphasize resource dependent recreation activities
ratherthan those that are more dependent on facilities
(except in areas of identified health and safety needs).

b. Use visrtor information/interpretation to enhance
recreatfon  experfences,  promote safety, reduce user
conflicts and protect resourcevalues.

c. Provide access to natural and recreational areas where
appropriate.

d. Considerthe effectiveness of the current ORV plan and
use designations, and if it should be changed to improve
management.

Issue 2. How should the public land fronting the Grande
Ronde River in Wallowa  and Asotin counties be managed
to protect Ihe river’s outstanding natural values?

Planning Criteria:

a. Determine the need fordeveloping or establishing
access pofnts.

b. Considerthe demand and use for the various resource
uses on the river, given the need for protecting and
maintaining the quality of the resource.

Topic: Special Management Area Designations
Issue 1. What areas on the public lands need special
management attention to protect important historic,
cultural or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or
other natural systems or processes, or to protect people
from natural hazards?

Planning Criteria:

a. Consider potential sites for designation as Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), Research Natural
Areas (RNA), or Outstanding Natural Areas (ONA).

b. Identify areas having threatened and endangered plant
and animal species, endemic vegetation communities,
and important cultural, scenic, paleontological and wildlife
resource values.

c. Evaluate the potential for managing sites through
multiple use constraint prescriptions as well as through
designation.

Issue 2. How can the remaining segments of the Oregon
Trail on public lands be prolected?



Planning Criteria:

a. Emphasize cooperative  management with local and
special interest groups~

b. Give priority to information/interpretation facilities for
protection of the trail.

c. Implement management systems in cooperation with
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington
Department of Game orother  agencies to protect,
maintain and enhance habitats managed by BLM.

c. Evaluate potential for managementthrough multiple
use, special designations, and National Park Service
management policy and plan recommendations.

Topic: Fire Management
Issue 1. Where, when and under what circumstances
should BLM use prescribed fire through planned and
unplanned ignitions as a management tool?

Planning Criteria:

a. Coordinate all suppression, presuppression, and
prescribed fire activities with other resource concerns to
insure maximum benelitsor protection.

b. Identify areas where a suppression policy should be
established, using criteria such as fuel types, resource
values, access, ownership, and adjacent landowner
policies (federal and state).

c. Propose management of fires orinitiationof prescribed
burns to maintain natural ecosystemsorto manipulate
vegetation types.

Topic: Riparian Areas
Issue 1. How should BLM manage riparian zones on
Section 15 grazing lands to benefit wildlife, fisheries,
livestock grazing. visual resources, and water quality and
quantity.

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify riparian areas in need of management that affect
anadromous  fisheries andiorcrucial  wildlife habitat,
livestock grazing and water quality.

b. Recommend management practices that would protect
maintain or enhance riparian zones.

Topic: Wildlife Habitat
Issue 1. How should BLM manage habitat to meet wildlife
needs?

Planning Criteria:

a. Identify important habitats, and their condition and
carrying capacl!y.

by Classify lands according to their value as habitats.
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Chapter 2
Proposed Resource Management

Plan

Introduction
Chapter 2 describes the Proposed Resource
Management Plan, which is essentially the same as the
Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft Baker
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft RMPIEIS).  The Proposed RMPprovides
for a balanced level of resource development,
conservation and protection. It also best resolves issues
raised during the planning process, satisfies the planning
criteria, responses to public input, and mitigates the
environmental consequences.

Approval of the Proposed RMP will mark the completion of
one stage of the planning process. The RMP is not a final
implementation decision on actions that require further
specific plans, or decisions under specific provisions of
laws and regulations. Additional specific plans or activity
plans, such as habitat management plans (HMPs),  will be
done through the resource activity programs. Procedures
and methods for accomplishing the objectives ot the RMP
will be developed through the activity plan. Further
environmental analyses will be conducted, and additional
engineering and other studies or project plans will be
completed if needed.

Livestock Grazing
Management
In the short term, grazing leases on Section 15 lands will
continue to be issued at current levels, providing 4,258
AUMs.  In later years, the level of grazing authorized on
Section 15 lands will depend on the other resources
values identified forthese lands, and on which lands are
ultimately recommendedfordisposal  or retention.
However, some adjustments could be made depending
upon monitoring and rancher investments. (Refer to the
Land Tenure section for more information on land
retention and disposal).

The lessees could undertake range improvements
consistent with BLM objectives and subject to specific
approval by BLM. Range improvements will be periodically
inspected for maintenance compliance.

The lronside RPS will continue to be implemented on
Section 3 grazing lands.

Relict vegetation areas identified by the Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) will be protected to preserve these areas.
Each site will be evaluated individually to identify the
management necessary for protectlon.  Management
action could include fencing or grazing system
adjustments. This effort will be coordinated with SCS.
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Riparian Zone
Management
Ten miles of uninventoried  perennial riparian streams will
be inventoried. Management programs for riparian zone
recovery will be developed according to the following
criteria:

1. location, size and significance of a riparian zone relative
to itswatershed;
2. current ecologic and scenic condition of a riparian zone
relative to its potential:
3. whether a riparian zone is perennial or intermittent;
4. whether a riparian zone has potential for anadromous
fish.

Recovery plans will put primary emphasis on state, federal
and private cooperative effons.

Management actions within Section 15 grazing area
riparian zones will include measures to protect or restore
natural functions (Appendix A), as defined by Executive
Orders 11988 and 11992.

Wildlife and Fish Habitat
Management
Wildlife habitat conditionswill be maintained, or enhanced
whereveropportunities are identified. The resource area
will continue to work cooperatively with Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and Washington
State Department of Game (WDG) to help achieve regional
big game population objectives.

Habitat manipulation will be undertaken wherever needed
to increase habitat diversity and quality to maintain a wide
variety of game and non-game wildlife species. Wildlife
improvement projects will include prescribed burns, small
clearcuts, plantings, seedings, interseedings, fencing and
streambank improvements.

Exclosures  will be maintained or enhanced. Additional
exclosures  will be built in high value wildlife areas if
alternative management practices of other resources do
not improve habitat conditions within a reasonable amount
of time.

Fish habitat improvements will be concentrated on
streams in poorto fair condition. The Resource Area will
emphasize cooperative efforts with other management
agencies, especiallyto benefit anadromousfish habitat.

Inventories and monitoring will be increased as funding
and manpower permits. Refer to the section on monitoring
at the end of this chapter.

Habitat management plans will be developed for
economically important wildlife, and threatened,
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endangered and sensitive species in identified wildlife
habitat areas. Wildlife habitat objectives will continue to be
included in all resource activity plans (such as allotment
management plans, forest management plans and fire
management plans).

Reintroduction and introduction of endemic wildlife and
fisheries species will be pursued in suitable habitats on
public lands, in cooperation with!he  ODFW and WDG.

Existing cooperative agreements with ODFW and WDG on
Cooperative Wildlife Management Areaswill continue.

All forage within these Cooperative Wildlae  Management
Areas (approximately350 AUMs) will be allocated to
wildlife.

Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive Species
Management
Locations ofthreatened, endangered (T&E), and
sensitive species will be avoided through site-specitic
assessments and stipulations on proposed land
disturting activities. Inventories will be conducted forT&E
and sensitive species. Habitat management plans will be
written on habitat areas determined through the
inventories. Management actwrhes  in the habitat of T&E or
sensitive species will be designed specifically to benefit
these species through habitat improvement or acqutsrtron.

ODFW, WDG andiorthe  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) will be consulted before implementing projects
that could affect habitat forT&E or sensitive species. It a
possible adverse impact on T&E species is determined
through the BLM’s biological assessment process, formal
consultations with the USFWS would be initiated under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended.

The existing platforms forfermginous hawks will be
maintained and monitored. New platforms will be installed,
contingent upon funding. Suitable habitat for Columbian
sharp-tailed grouse will be inventoried and the species
could be reintroduced in cooperation with ODFW.

The cooperative Bald Eagle Management Plan for Unity
Reservoir Nesting Bald Eagles will be continued. Winter
and spring inventories on bald eagles, Swainson’s and
ferruginous hawks will be continued.

Land Tenure and Realty
Management
Lands in the planning area will be placed in one of the the
following land tenure classification zones. Details for land
tenure adjustment are contained in Appendix F.



1) Retentron  zone lands in the retention zone are those
that best serve the management missions of BLM and
have higher public public value: including multiple use,
management efficiency and public access to resources; or
that have national, statewide or regional resource values.
For example, lands that have significant values for
threatened or endangered species, National Register
cultural sites, wildlife habitat, riparian zones or mineral
production were placed in the retention zone. These
lands would generally be retained in public ownership.
Most acquisition (primarily by exchange) would occur in
this zone. No land sales would be permitted in this zone,
however exchanges may be considered to acquire other
retention zone lands that would enhance resource
management programs or improve public service. The
exception to land sales in the retention zone would be the
existing landfills at Halfway, Richland, Unity and Baker,
which would be transferred to these communities either
by sale or exchange. A total of 411,447.14  acres of land is
in this zone.

2) Disposal zone lands in the disposal zone are those that
are inefficient to manage because of their small size or
isolation, or that have no known or low resource values.
These lands would be available for disposal pending site-
specific analysis. If site-speciflc  analysis determines that
national, statewide or regional resource values exist, the
landwould be placed in the retention zone. Atotal of
18,306.86  acres is in this category. These lands are listed
in Appendix F.

Legal access would be acquired primarily to benefit overall
management and use of the resource. Access would be
limited in areas where signtiicant resource deterioration
could result.

Major utilities would be encouraged to use existing
designated corridors and sites shown on Map 6 in the
Draft RMPIEIS. Corridor widths vary, but are a minimum of
2,000 feel. Sensitive resource values would be protected
along corridors and sites, primarily through avoidance
stipulations. Additional rights-of-way for local utility
distribution or access to public lands would be authorized
on a case-by-case basis when consistent with the RMP
objective and allocationsforthe  area. All rights-of-way
applications will be reviewed to avoid a proliferation of
separate, unnecessary rights-of-way.

Use authorization including FCMPA Section 302
permit/leases would be permitted on a case by case basis.

Public lands in areas of high public use or that have high
potential to incur unauthorized use will be signed to the
extent practicable with available funding.

Mineral Resource
Management
Federal mineral estate lands not withdrawn from mineral
entry will remain open and available for mineral
development. BLM policy encourages development of
public land mineral resources in a mannerthat satisfies
national and local needs and provides for economically
and environmentally sound exploration, extraction and
reclamation practices.

Except where noted under Special Management Areas
and Cultural  Resources, no new protective withdrawals will
be proposed and recommended to the Secretary of the
Interior unless a resource cannot be protected or adverse
effects mitigated through existing regulations.

All surface disturbance resulting from locatable mineral
development will be regulated under the 43 CFR 3809
and 3802 regulations as set forth in Appendix A. Notices
of noncompliance will be issued where operators fail to
prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the public
land. In these instances BLM will require suspensionof
operation until compliance errors or violations are
corrected.

Compliance inspections on all active mining exploration
and develop will be increased to two or more per year,
contingent on funding. Inspections of operations in areas
with resource values that have mandatory protection, such
as habitat forT&E  species or National Register-eligible
sites, would be given the highest priority. Inspections of
operations in areas with resource values such as riparian
zones and fragile watersheds will be given the next
highest priority. Environmental review of plansof
operation will emphasize protective stipulations for natural
and cultural values,

Unleased BLM administered mineral estate open to oil and
gas leasing will be leased to qualified applicants.
Proposed oil and gas development activities will be
evaluated using the Vale District Programmatic
Environmental Analysis. Geothermal lease applications will
be evaluated by an environmental review prior to issuance
of a lease.

About 75 percent of the Federal mineral estate managed
by BLM will be open to leasing and development with
standard stipulations (see Appendix A). Areas with
important wildlife habitat will be open for leasing with
restrictive seasonal stipulations. Three of the SMAs that
will be designated under this alternative will be open for
leasing with a “no surface occupancy” stipulation.

Of the 14,825 acres closed to leasing, 13,857 are located
within the three wilderness study areas in the planning
area. If these acres are not designated as wilderness, they
will be categorized as open for leasing with restrictive
seasonal stipulations to protect wintering bald eagles.
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Common varieties of sand, gravel, stone and cinders will
continue to be sold. Government entities and nonprofit
organizations will continue to obtain mineral materials
through free use permits. New quarry sties will be
developed as needed, if they are consistent with
protection of other resource values.

Material site rights-of-way will continue to be reviewed
jointly with the Oregon Department of Highways. Those
that are no longer needed will be revoked and reclaimed
Some may be replaced with free use permits.

Mineral material sales and free use permits will continue to
be authorized from the existing community pit and other
existing sites on a demand basis. In addition, as funds
become available 24 potential community pit aggregate
sites will be evaluated and production of mineral materials
will be maximized consistent with demand and protection
of other resource values.

As funds are available, tracts in the Troy Basin with lignite
potential will be inventoried as part of the continuing
resource inventory process.

Soils and Watershed
Management
Watershed concerns will be the central issue addressed in
site-specific planning for areas with fragile soils. All
proposed resource projects and surface disturbance will
be reviewed to ensure that soils/watersheds are
protected, rehabilitated or improved. Disturbance on
fragile soils will be minimized.

The Morgan Creek Watershed Management Plan will
continue to be implemented. Additionalwatershed plant
NZine  developed and implemented in conjunction with
other resource activity plans.

Forest Management
A new forest inventory completed in 1985 redefined the
sustainable harvest base acreage for the planning area.
This revised base acreage will be used to determine the
allowable harvest level for the next 10.year allowable  cut
period, which begins in 1988.

The 1 O-year sustainable harvest level will be approximately
27 Million Board Feet (MMBF) from a commercial forest
land base of 25,353 acres.

Timber harvest will be excluded on approximately 673
acres of land recommended for Special Management
Areas and on 3,304 acres that are considered to be
economically non-operable.

Intensity of management for timber production will be
adjusted on 3,914 acres to accommodate other significant
resource values (e.g., clearcuts will be designed to
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maintain properforageicover  ratios, and only light
shelterwood cuts will be performed in scenic vistas or on
critical watersheds). This area includes 1,266 acres (5
percent of the total commercial forest land base) that will
be managed to maintain stands containing all timber age
classes to improve old-growth distribution for wildltie.
Other resource protection measures will be utilized
according to site-specific requirements. Even-aged
management will be practiced on the remaining 21,437
acres through the use of clearcutting orshelterwood
harvest systems.

Road closures and construction standards will depend on
site requirements and anticipated future use as
determined by forest management activity plans.

Site preparation, planting, and precommercial and
commercial thinning will be conducted to maintain the
allowable cut and benefit other resource values,
particularly wildlife habitat and watershed.

About 4,000 acres of suitable woodlands will be excluded
from harvest to protect mule deerwinter range. The
remaining 37,273 acres could be managed to produce an
estimated sustainable IO-year harvest level of 9,800 cords
of woodland products. However, demand sales of
woodland products will be in areas where cutting would
benefit other resources.

Fire Management
Fires that threaten personal property, improvements, or
that would cause long term losses in resources will be
suppressed asquickly as possible. A revised and
comprehensive fire management plan will be prepared
that emphasizesthe use of prescribed burning and
intensive management of unplanned ignitions to help
meet ecosite  and habitat objectives. The Forest
Service/BLM cooperative Elkhorn  Fire Management Plan
for the Hunt Mountain area will continue to be
implemented.

Rehabilitation guidelines will be included in the fire
management plan. Specific rehabilitation plans will also be
prepared on a case-by-case basis.

Cultural Resource
Management
Any ground disturbing projects or activities on BLM land,
orauthorizedBLM  action,willcomplywithSection 1060f
the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended),
Executive Order 11593, federal regulations (36 CFR 800,
36 CFR 60) and ELM manual directives for protection and
management of cuRural  resources (see Appendix A). The
State Historic Preservation Offices of Oregon and
Washington and the National Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation will be consulted. All National Register or



National Register eligible cultural properties will be
protected and maintained.

Twenty-eight sites that are potentially eligible for the
National Registerwill be enhanced through intensive
management, such as stabilization, investigation and
interpretation. The Oregon Trail on BLM land will be
monitored annually. Management plans will be developed
to protect the Oregon Trail. Twelve sites and two potential
districts will be evaluated for nomination to the National
Register.

Cooperative agreements for surveillance and patrol will be
developed withotherfederal agenciesto enhance
protection of cultural resources outside Baker County.

Paleontological Resource
Management
Paleontological resources will be maintained and
protected through review of individual surfacedisturbing
proposals. In addition, known sites will be evaluated and
monitored regularly, and potential sites will be inventoried.
A regional data review and evaluation of paleontological
resources will be completed. The Unity Paleontological
Area has been identifiedforfurther study as a potential
special management area.

Recreation Management
The lower segment of the Grande Ronde Riverfrom the
confluence of the Wallowa  River to the Snake River, and
ponions  of the Snake River and Joseph Creek, have been
identified by the National Park Service in its Nationwide
Rivers Inventory as suitable for studyforwild and scenic
values. The Bureau of Land Management recommends
that these rivers be established as study rivers under
Section 5(a) ofthe Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Following
establishment, BLM recommends that a study be
authorized and completed to determine the suitability of
these streams for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. Should the study indicate the rivers, or
segments thereof, to be suitable, Congress may
designate them as wild, scenic or recreation rivers as
approprrate.

A 33-mile segment of the Snake River, from the Forest
Service boundary to Asotin, Washington, is a Section 5(a)
Study Riverunderthe Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The
studyforthis river segment was completed by the National
Park Service and submitted to Congress on April 26,
1985.

The BLM in the interim will protect the natural character of
its lands along these rivers, pending determination of the
rivers’suitabilityfordesignation.

Cooperative management of the Wallowa  and Grande
Ronde rivers with the U.S. Forest Service will continue.
BLM will take a more active role in managing public lands
along the riverfrom a few miles upstream of Wildcat Creek
to the confluence of the Snake River. A river management
plan will be prepared to enhance the river% natural and
recreation values. Also referto the Special Management
Area section of this chapterfor management of the
Grande Ronde as an ACEC.

Facilities at the Flagstaff Hill segment of the Oregon
National Historic Trail Special Recreation Management
Area (SRMA) will be maintained. A management plan for
this SRMA will be prepared to enhance visitor use of the
site. The resource area will continue to work with local
interest groupson OregonTrail management.

Existingfacilitieson Extensive Recreation Management
Areas (ERMAs)  could be redesigned, and measures will
be taken to mitigate site overflow damage and sanitary
problems associated with increased visitor use.

Where development is identified and funding is made
available, additional facilities could be developed on sites
that do not have significant conflicts with soil, watershed,
riparian, aquatic or wildlife resources.

Public lands on the South Fork of the Walla  Walla  River
could be leased under the authority of the Recreation and
Public Purposes Act10 Umatilla County for management
as a recreation area in conjunction with Harris Park

Off Road Vehicle Use
The ORV designations for Baker County and the South
Fork of the Walla  Walla  River will remain in effect. In
addition, the proposed Joseph CreekONAwill  be
designated as closed/limited and the other eight
proposed SMAs  will be designated as limited to
designated roads and trails for ORV use. All other lands in
the planning area (35,391 acres) will be designated as
open to ORV use.

Special Management
Areas
Underthe  proposed plan, nine possible special
management areas totaling 38,988 acres will be
designated and managed as ACECs;  including the
Joseph Creek ONAiACEC  and the Keating Riparian
RNAIACEC.  Management plans will be developed and
special management prescriptions will be implemented in
all areas designated as SMAs, commensurate with
available funding. Where needs are identified in specfiic
management plans, fencing or signing may occur to
protect unique natural and scenic values. Lands may be
acquired to benefit and enhance resource values in
special management areas. All existing cooperative
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management agreements involving SMAs  will be
continued.

Ten areas were identified as requiring additional study.
(Referto Table 26 of the Draft RMP/EIS.)  In cooperation
with the Natural Heritage Programs of Oregon and
Washington, all areas identified as needing study or
special management will be evaluated to determine if they
meet the criteria for ACEC designation. Appropriate
interim protection measures will be implemented for areas
that meet the criteria until formal designation, if
appropriate, can be addressed in an RMP amendment.

Joseph Creek: Public landson Joseph Creek (3,360
acres), between Tamarack and Cottonwood Creeks, will
be designated and managed as an ONAiACEC to protect
natural qualities of the stream riparian zone, wildlife habitat,
high scenic qualities, and outstanding geologic system
values for educational and recreational purposes.
Cooperation with the Washington Deparlment  of Game will
continue to maintain and improve wildlife habitat in the
Chief Joseph Wildlife Management Area. Wildlife habitat
will be managed to improve forage and habitat
requirements. Existing anadromous fish habitat will be
maintained. Management plans will be developed to
provide recreationopportunitiescompatible with
protecting the natural riparian system on Joseph Creek.
Land immediately adjacent to Joseph Creek will be closed
to off-road vehicle use (150 acres); remaining landswill be
limited to designated roads for off-road vehicle use.
Incompatible uses will be excluded. A”no surface
occupancy” restriction for oil and gas exploration and
development will be applied. 1.imber  harvest will be
excluded on 80 acres of economically non-operable
timber land. Riparian vegetation will be maintained or
improved through intensive livestock management, which
may include fencing. Lands may be acquired to benefit
natural and wildlife values.

Grande Ronde: Public lands on the Grande Ronde
River (9,715 acres) in Oregon and Washington, and on
the Snake River in Washington, will be designated and
managed as an ACEC to provide and enhance recreation
opportunities, to promote protection and interpretation of
the area’s unique natural, scenic, geologic, ecologic, and
cultural resource values; and to protect wildlife habitat.
The visual resource will be protected within the viewshed
corridor along the rivers. Only those uses compatible with
maintaining visual resource classifications will be allowed.
The area will be managed to maintain and provide habitat
for bald eagles, raptors, game and non-game species, and
anadromous fish in cooperation with federal and state
agencies. A recreation management plan will be
developed to protect natural and recreation values. Lands
may be acquired to enhance wildlife habitat and
recreational opportunities. A “no surface occupancy”
restriction will be applied to oil and gas exploration or
development. Off-road vehicle use will be limited to
designated roads and trails.

Keating Riparian: BLM lands on Balm, Clover, and
Sawmill Creeks (2,173 acres), in the Keating Valley area,
will be designated and managed as an ACEC to protect
riparian values and wildlife habitat. To protect and maintain
natural riparian ecologic systems for research and
educational purposes, a combination of 80 acres of Balm,
Clover and Sawmill Creeks will be designated as an RNA.
Incompatible uses inthe RNAwill be excluded, including
livestock grazing and commercial timber harvest. A
withdrawal from mineral entry will be pursued on 185 acres
to protect the RNA. Compatible recreation useswill  be
permitted in the RNA. Riparian habitat will be maintained
through intensive livestock grazing management or
fencing to improve potential Columbian sharp-tailed
grouse reintroduction habitat. Off-road vehicle use will be
limited to designated roads and trails.

Powder River Canyon: Public lands in the Powder
River Canyon (5,880 acres), between Thief Valley
Reservoir and Highway 203 in the Keating Valley, will be
designated and managed as an ACEC to protect raptor
habitat, wildlife habitat, and to maintain scenic qualities
while allowing for compatible recreation uses. The area will
be managed to meet forage and habitat needs for big
game, bald eagles and golden eagles, as recommended
by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and
consistent with legislated authority. Incompatible uses
within the canyon and adjacent upland will be excluded,
including new road development. Good riparian
conditionswill  be maintained by continuing intensive
livestock management. A “no surface occupancy”
restriction will be applied to mineral leasing and
development. Off-road vehicle use will be limited to
designated roads and trails.

Unity Reservoir Bald Eagle Nest Habitat: BLM
lands on the North Fork of the Burnt River (360) acres, a
potential bald eagle nest area, will be designated as an
ACEC and managed to protect habitat consistent with the
Endangered Species Act and Pacific States Bald Eagle
Recovery Plan. Consistent with the Unity Reservoir Bald
Eagle Management Plan, 200 of these acres will be
designated and managed as an ACEC. The remaining 160
acres are under a Bureau ot Reclamation project
withdrawal  for Unity Reservoir, and will also be managed to
protect bald eagle habitat. Incompatible uses will be
excluded, includingfirewoodcutting, commercial timber
harvest, and major development actions. Off-road vehicle
use will be limited to designated roads and trails.
Additional seasonal road closure restrictions may be
applied. No new roads will be developed. Seasonal
restrictions will be applied to oil and gas exploration and
development.

Hunt Mountain: BLM lands on Hunt Mountain (2230
acres) will be designated and managed as an ACEC to
protect and maintain habitat for mountain goats and big
game, and to protect habitat for sensitive plant species
identified by the Oregon Natural Heritage Program. The
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existing exclusion of livestock grazing will be continued.
Timber harvest will be limited to prescriptions that promote
wildlife and sensitive plant habitat. Off-road vehicle use will
be limited to designated roads and trails.

Oregon Trail: Seven parcels of BLM lands with sites of
the Oregon National Historic Trail (1,495 acres) will be
designated and managed as an ACEC to preserve the
unique cultural and visual qualities of these areas.
Management plansforpreservation, public information
and interpretation will be developed. New uses
incompatible with maintaining visual qualities or providing
public interpretation will be excluded in a l/2 mile corridor.
Awithdrawal from mineral entry under the mining laws will
be proposed on about 200 acres of public land for trail
sites at Flagstaff Hill, Straw Ranch, and Echo Meadows.
Off-road vehicle use will be limited to designated roads
and trails. Lands may be acquired to enhance recreational
opportunities.

Sheep Mountain: BLM lands in the Sheep Mountain
area (5,398 acres, between Pine Creek and Brownlee
Reservoir), including a @on of the Sheep Mountain
WSA, will be designated and managed as an ACEC to
protect outstanding scenic qualities, wildlife and bald
eagle habitat. Incompatible uses will be excluded,
including harvest of economically non-operable timber.
Seasonal restrictions for oil and gas exploration and
development will be applied. Lands may be acquired to
benefit bald eagle habitat. Off-road vehicle use will be
limited to designated roads and trails.

Homestead: BLM lands on the Snake River Breaks near
Homestead (8,537 acres, between Pine Creek and
Nelson Creek) will be designated and managed as an
ACEC to protect outstanding scenic qualities, and wildlife,
bald eagle and sensitive plant habitat. Incompatible uses
will be excluded. The area will be managed to meet forage
and habitat requirements for game and non-game
species, as recommended by the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife. Seasonal restrictions will be applied to oil
and gas exploration and development. Off-road vehicle
use will be limited to designated roads and trails

The following three areas considered for special
management will not be designated at thistime. Existing
legislation and authorities will provide protection of values,
and the following management objectives will be applied.

Haplopappus Radiatus: All population localities of
Haplopappus  radiatuswill  be maintained and protected
consistent with the Endangered Species Act. Studies will
be implemented  on known dispersed populations to
evaluate the need for special management designationof
a suitable locality as a Research Natural Area. Off-road
vehicle use will be limited to designated roads and trails.

Little Lookout Mountain: BLM lands on Little
Lookout Mountain will not be designated as a special
management area. Management objectives will be to
maintain current natural vegetation diversity and to
maintain or improve riparian vegetation by intensive
livestock management.

Big Lookout Mountain Aspen: BLM lands including
dispersed aspen communities will not be designated as a
special management area. A habitat management plan will
be developed to provide habitat diversity forgame and
non-game species, including maintaining the viability of
the aspen covertype through selective management
practices. Off-road vehicle use will be limited to
designated roads and trails.

Wilderness
The Bureau’s Interim Management Policyfor Wilderness
Study Areas will continue to guide management in the
three WSAs in the planning area. The possibility that
these areas may be designated as wilderness will be
recognized in all land and resource use decisions.

The recently designated McGraw Creek Wilderness Area
will be managed by the U.S. Forest Service under
cooperative agreement.

Visual Resources
Visual resources in the planning area have been classified
according to BLM’s visual resource management criteria.
These criteria include scenicquality, visual sensitivity and
viewing distance, and have resulted in the Visual
Resource Management (VRM) classification shown in
Table 18 and Map5ofthe  Draft RMPIEIS.  The fourVRM
classification detine management objectives and the
degree of visual change that will be acceptable within a
landscape.

Noxious Weed Control
Infestations of noxious weeds are known to occur on
some public lands in the planning area. The most common
noxious weeds are diffuse, spotted and Russian
knapweed, yellow starthistle, Canadian thistle, whitetop
and yellow leafy spurge. Control methods will be
proposed and subject to site specific environmental
analyses. Control methods will not be considered unless
the weeds are confined to public lands or control efforts
are coordinated with owners of adjoining infested private
lands.

BLM is preparing a supplement to its recent environmental
impact statement on noxious weeds control on BLM lands
in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.
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Grasshopper Control
Grasshopper outbreaks occur periodically on and adjacent
to public lands in the planning area. A93.000 acre area
that Included 41,000 acres of public land was sprayed in
1985. During 1986,  approximately32,960  acresof public
landsweretreated.

The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service USDA is
preparing a new “Rangeland  Grasshopper Cooperative
Management Program Environmental Impact StatemeW
BLM will analyze impacts of grasshopper control on BLM
land irl a process tiered to that EIS.

Withdrawal Review
Review of other agency withdrawals is expected to be
completed in 1991, as required by the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976, Section 204 (1).
These withdrawals will be continued, modified or revoked.
Upon revocation or modification, part  of all of the
withdrawn land may revert10 BLM management. Current
BLM policy is to minimize the acreage of public land
withdrawn from mining and mineral leasing, and, where
applicable, to replace existing withdrawalswith rights-of-
way leases. permits or cooperative agreements.
Approximately 140,000 acres of land administered by
other federal agencies will be involved in this withdrawal
review.

Requirements for Further
Environmental Analysis
Site specific environmental analysis of all proposed
resource projects and activity plans is required by law and
will be conducted under the proposed plan. Based on
these environmental analyses, mitigation measures will be
developed to resolve resource conflicts and prevent or
minimize adverse impacts to resource values.
Environmental analyses and mitigation measures address
all affected resources. including cultural values. wildlife
and fish habitat, threatened, endangered and special
status species, riparian habitat, and watershed and air
quality concerns,

Monitoring the Baker
Resource Management
Plan
The Baker RMP will be monitored on a continuous basis to
allow up-to-date evaluations and to be responsive to
changing situations. Specific management actions arising
from proposed activity plan decisions will be evaluated to
ensure consistency wlth RMP objectives. The RMP will
also be formally evaluated at intervals not to exceed 5
years. All plan monitoring will assess the following:

1. if management actions are resulting in satisfactory
progress toward achieving objectives;

2. if actions are consistent with current policy;

3. if original assumptions were correctly applied and
impacts correctly predicted;

4. if mitigation measures are satisfactory

5. if it is still consistent with the plans and policies of state
and localgovernment, other federal agencies, and Indian
tribes;

6. if newdataareavailablethatwouldrequire  alterationof
the plan.

As part of plan evaluation, concerned government entities
will be requested to review the plan and advise the District
Managerof its continued consistency with theirofficially
approved resource management related plans, programs,
and policies. Advisory groups will also be consulted during
plan evaluation in order to secure their input.

Upon completion of a periodic evaluation, or in the event
that modifying the plan becomes necessary, the Vale
District Manager will determine what, if any, changes are
necessary to ensure that management actions are
consistent with RMP objectives. If the District Manager
finds that a plan amendment is necessary, an
environmental analysis of the proposed change will be
conducted, and a recommendation on the amendment will
be made to the State Director. If the amendment is
approved, it may be implemented 30 days after public
notice. A plan amendment may be initiated because of the
need to consider monitoring findings, new data, new or
revised policy, or a proposed action that may result in a
change in the scope of resource uses or a change in the
terms, conditions and decisions of the approved plan.

Potential minorchanges, refinements orclarifications in
the plan may take the form of maintenance actions.
Maintenance actions incorporate minor data changes and
are usually limited to minor refinements and
documentation. Plan maintenance will not result in
expansion in the scope of resource uses or restrictions or
change the terms, conditions and decisions of the
approved RMP. Maintenance actions are not considered a
plan amendment and do not require the formal public
involvement and interagency coordination process
undertaken for plan amendments.

Activity Plan Monitoring
On-site inspection of activity plans (AMPS,  HMPs timber
sale proposals, etc.) and associated projects will be made
periodically to determine if the objectives of the activity
plans or projects are being achieved or if unacceptable or
unanticipated impacts are occurring.
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Monitoring systems for resource management programs
(such as wildlife habitat, visual, cultural or recreation) will be
developed and implemented as committed in the record
of decision.

A key indicator concept of monitoring will be utilized to
determine what change agents are to be monitored for
each action plan. An interdisciplinaryteamof resource
specialists will identify the change agents to be monitored
and the required inspection frequency.

A district~wide implementation record of all ongoing
activities and associated monitoring activities will be
maintained in the Vale District Office and Baker Resource
Area Office. This record will help to determine monitoring
obligations and annual work plan commitments.

Water quality monitoring is usually carried out in
accordance with executive orders, specific laws, and BLM
Manuals.

Vegetation monitoring will be done in accordance with this
proposed Resource Management Plan”Rangeland
Monitoring In Oregon and Washington”, and the “Vale
District Monitoring Plan”.
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Significant additions, revisions and corrections to the Draft
Baker Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (RMPIEIS)  are presented in this
chapter. The page numbers that appear in bold print
indicate the page of the Draft RMPiElS on which the
revision or correction would appear if the entire EIS were
being reprinted. Significant revisions have been made to
the Appendices on Standard Design Features (Appendix
G in the DEIS), and Land Tenure Adjustment Criteria
(Appendix I in the DEIS). The appendices are reprinted in
their entirety and now listed as Appendixes A and F
respectively. Table II Threatened, Endangered and
Sensitive Species and Table 36 Impacts to Air Quality
have also been revised and are reprinted as Appendices
C and D in this Document. Two new appendices have
been added, B-Water Quality Measurements and E
Proposed Mineral Withdrawals.

Page 7 Under Federal Agencies, insert the following
paragraph after paragraph three.

The BLM and FS have several interagency agreements
regarding minerals management on lands administered by
the FS. The BLM also has interagency agreements on
minerals management with other Federal agencies, such
asthe  Bureau of Indian Affairs. However, the management
of minerals on lands administered by other Federal
agencies is not addressed as part  of this RMP.

Chapter 3
Text Revisions

Page 8 Table 4 should be revised as follows:

3. Little SheepCr..Wallowa..Mule Deer/Upland
Game..540..30..470..40

Page 8 Under State and Local Governments, insert the
following paragraph after paragraph three.

The Oregon Deparlment  of Geology and Mineral
Industries (DOGAMI) and BLM have a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) covering development of
geothermal resources, conservation of oil and gas, and
mined land reclamation on federal lands administered by
BLM in Oregon. Throughthe MOU, DOGAMI and BLM
work closely to avoid duplication in regulations,
inspections and approval of reclamation plans, and
attempt to minimize repetitive costs to miner/operators,
the public, and both State and Federal Governments. The
goal of the MOU is to ensure proper development and
conservation of nonrenewable mineral resources and
proper protection and reclamation of lands in Oregon.

Page 10 5. Relationship to Tribal Treaties

Add the following to paragraph: The BLM will contact and
consult with the appropriate tribal representatives and BIA
agencies in the early stages of project or activity planning
that may affect tribal interests, treaty rights, or traditional
resource areas within ceded tribal lands.
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Page 12 Under Air Quality

The third paragraph firs! sentence should read: Two Class
I airsheds  occur within the Baker Planning Area: the Hells
Canyon Wilderness  Area and the Eagle Cap Wilderness
Area,

Page 13 UnderThreatened,  Endangered, Sensitiveand
Special Status Plant Species, the first paragraph should
be revised as follows:

Thirty-two plant species listed as endangered, threatened
or sensitive in Oregon by the Oregon Natural Heritage
Data Base are known or are suspected to occur in the
planning area. These are listed in Table 11. Of these, 15
plant species are either candidates for Federal listing or
are currently listed 11985 Federal Register).

Page 14Table 10 should be revised as follows:

Wildcat Creek. 2 2 ..,.,. 2 .,... ~...-..-  S
WallupaCreek.  2.552 5...~2~5...-...-..-  ,.,.,,  S
Total 50.~ ~40.~.~.15~5~~21.~6

Page 15 Table 11 has been substantially revised and is
reported in Appendix C of this document.

Page 16Table 13 should be revised as follows:

Poles 5~0~8.9  .~. 11-40’  .~~ less than 40% 2082

Page 23 Table 17 should be revised as follows:

T o t a l  2 1 6 , 0 0 0

Page 25Table 18 should be revised as follows:

Total 428,l 72 100

Page 25 The last sentence under the Special
Management Areas section should be revised as follows:

Refer to Table 26 for a description of possible SMAs  and
Map 6 for SMA locations.

Page 25 Under Population, Income and Employment
Paragraph 3, first sentence should read:

Estimates of personal income and employment generated
from activities on public land managed by the BLM in the
planning area are displayed in Table 21.

Page 26 Table 20 should be revised as follows:

Mining .,.. D 0 O...~L  ..,. L.~.~D

Page 45 Table 33 should be revised as follows:

P r e f e r r e d  410,111.20  8,901.77  10,741.08

Page 61162 The section, Impacts to Air Quality. should
be revised as follows:

Smoke produced from prescribed burning of slash and
prescribed burns to improve wildlife habitat would be less
than the smoke produced from similar burning during the
baseline yearof  1978. Less smoke from slash burning
would be accomplished by burning smaller, wetter fuels
and by burning more piles. Also contributing to less fuels
on a slash burning are cleaner harvesting techniques and
firewood programs.

The Oregon Visibility Program Plan was designed to
maintain or improve vrsrbrlrty  in Class I airsheds, especially
during the high visitor-use period of July 4-Labor  Day. Two
Class I areas (Hells Canyon and Eagle Cap Wilderness
areas) are within the planning area. Although plume blight
orwbrlrty  impairment due to prescribed fires are not
expected to occurwithin the Class I areas, burning will be
planned for spring orfall, as much as possible, to avoid the
July 4-Labor  Day period. In addition, all prescribed fire
plans will address Class I areas in the Smoke Management
Section, and all prescribed fires will occur when transport
winds will not carry smoke into Class I areas.

Smoke due to slash burning and prescribed burning
would be greatest under the Natural Environment
Protection Alternative (see Table 36). Less smoke would
be produced underthe Preferred Alternative and the least
amount would be produced under the Commodity
Production Alternative.

Timber harvest from BLM lands in the planning area is less
than 1 percent of all other sources combined. With
appropriate mitigation measures, it is doubtful that the
differences between the alternatives would be noticeable
during most years.

Page 62 Table 36 has been substantially revised and is
printed in Appendix D of this document.

Page 67 The paragraph on Leasable Minerals should be
revised as follows:

Stipulationsonoilandgasleasingwouldoccurunderall
alternatives except the Current Management Situation
Alternative (see Tables 34 and 37). The Commodity
Production Alternative would have the least impact on
mineral production potential. The greatest impact would
occur underthe Natural Environment Protection
Alternative, with 12 proposals for SMAs,  and slightly less
under the Preferred Alternative, with 9 proposals for
SMAs.
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Page 68 Table 38 should be revised as follows:

BalmCrRNAiACEC 1073..~-~ ..- 1073 75 75
Sheep Cr ACEC 947,..-..~~~-~  9 4 7
S a w m i l l  C r  RNA/ACEC  420...- ,... 4 2 0  8 0  8 0
CloverCr  RNAIACEC  68.: 680 30 30
OregonTrail ACEC 1495..-..~~-...1495...1495  -...200.29
Total Proposed Acres of NSO or Withdrawal

..3360...0..34,508...1680...18,955...385.29

Page 71 Under Federal Agencies, the fifth line should
read U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Page 78 Add the following to the references cited:

Moore, B.N~ 1937, NonmetallicMineral Resourcesof
Eastern Oregon. U.S. Geological Survey Bulletin875,
180 P.

Page 79 Add the following terms and definitions to the
Glossary

No Surface Occupancy (NSO) The oil and gas lease
stipulations that prohibits any surface use of the Lease

Seasonal Stipulation-the oil and gas lease stipulation that
restricts surface use of the lease during a specified period
of the year.
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Chapter 4
Consultation  & Distribution

The Baker RMPiElS was prepared by an interdisciplinary
team of specialists from the Baker Resource Area and Vale
BLM District Office. Writing of the RMPiElS began in
January 1985. The RMP/EIS process included public
participation, interagency coordination, and preparation of
a management srtuation analysis (on file at the Baker
Resource Area Office). Consultation and coordination
with agencies, organizations and individuals occurred
throughout the planning process.

Public Involvement
A notice was published in the Federal Register and local
news media in March 1985 to announce the formal start of
the RMP/EIS  planning process. At that time a planning
brochure was sent to the public to request further
definition of issueswithin the planning area. An
opportunity was provided to submit comments on
proposed criteria to be used in formulating alternatives.

In October 1985 a notice of document availability was
published in the Federal Register and in the local news
mediaforthe Baker Resource Management Plan
Proposed Land Use Alternatives brochure. An outline of
proposed alternatives, major issues, and revised planning
criteria were included in this document. Three alternatives
ranged from emphasis on production of commodities to an
emphasis on enhancement of natural values, with a middle
ground alternative attempting to provide a balance

between the two. The fourth alternative reflected a
continuation of existing management. The proposed
alternatives brochure contained a map showing land
status, commercial forest land, wildlife habitat and potential
special management areas. The alternatives brochure
generated 20 public comments.

On March 28,1986, a notice of document availability was
published in the Federal Register and in local news media
for the Draft Baker RMP/EIS.  Public meetings were held in
Asotin, Washington on May 27, 1986; Heppner, Oregon
on May 28,1986; Baker, Oregon on June 3,1986;
Pendleton, Oregon on June 4, 1986; La Grande, Oregon
on June5,1986;  and Enterprise, Oregon on June 18,
1986for the purpose of discussing the document and
answering public concerns. The Draft RMPiElS was also
discussed with the District Advisory Council on April 30,
1986. The Draft RMPIEISwas  presented to the following
County Commissioner Courts: Morrow County on May 28,
1986; Umatilla County on June 4, 1986; Union County on
June 4,1986; and Baker Countyon  June 18,1986.
Asotin and Wallowa  Counties declined the invitation for a
discussion and instead elected to offer written comments
if necessary
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Agencies and
Organizations Contacted
or Consulted
The RMPiElS team contacted or received input from the
following organizations during the development of the
RMP/EIS

Federal  Agencies
U.S.D.I. Bureau of Indian Affairs
U.S.D.E. Bonneville Power Administration
U.S.D.I. Bureauof Mines
U.S.D.I. Bureauof Reclamation
U.S.D.I. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S.D.I. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S.D.A. Forest Service
U.S.D.C. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
U.S.D.I. National ParkService
U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service

State and Local Governments
State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality
Department of Forestry
Department of Geology & Mineral Industries
Department of State Lands
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Department of Transportation, State Parks, & Recreation
Division
Department of Water Resources
Executive Department
Historic Preservation Officer
State Marine Board

State of Washington
Department of Fisheries
Department of Game

Oregon Counties
Baker County Commissioners
Grant County Commissioners
MalheurCounty Commissioners
Morrow County Commissioners
Umatilla  County Commissioners
Union County Commissioners
Wallowa County Commissioners

Washington Counties
Asotin County Board of Commissioners
Garfield County Board of Commissioners

Organizations
Atlantic Richfield Company
Associated Oregon Loggers

Oregon Natural Heritage Data Base
Oregon CaliforniaTrails Association
Oregon State Extension Service
Oregon Trails Tourism Council
Range Ecology Group
Sage Association
The Nature Conservancy
Union County lzaak Walton League
Wild Canyon Cattle Co., Inc.

List of Agencies, Persons
and Organizations to
Whom Copies of the
RMP/EIS Have Been Sent.

Federal  Agencies
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Pacific Northwest Forest & Range Experiment Station
Pacific Northwest Research Natural Area Forestry Science
Lab
Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Department of Commerce
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Oceanic&Atmospheric Administration

U.S. Department of Defense
Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration
Federal Energy Administration
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

U.S. Department of the Interior
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish & Wildlae  Service
Geological Survey
Natural Resources Library
Office of Public Affairs

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Federal Aviation Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service

National Weather Service

Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission

22



State and Local Governments
State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture & Resource Economics
Department of Forestry
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
Department of Fish and Wildlife
Department of Geology & Minerals Industry
Department of Land Conservation & Development (LCDC)
Department of Range&Resources
Department of Transportation, Parks & Recreation Division
Department of Water Resources
Division of State Lands
Executive Department A-95 Clearinghouse,
Intergovernmental Relations Division
Governor
Historic Preservation Officer
Soil&Water Conservation Commission
State Marine Board
State Scenic Waterways
State Water Resources Board

Oregon Counties
Baker County Extension Service
Baker County Planning Commission
Grant County Commissioners
Harney County Commissioners
MalheurCounty Commissioners
MalheurCounty Extension Agent
Morrow County Commissioners
Morrow County Extension Agent
Morrow Soil&Water Conservation District
Union County Agent
Union County Commissioners
Umatilla County Agent
Umatilla County Commissioners
Umatilla County Planning Department
Wallowa  County Agent
Wallowa  County Commissioners

State of Washington
Department of Fisheries
Department of Game
Department of Natural Resources
Governor
State Parks & Recreation Commission

Washington Counties
Asotin County Agent
Asotin County Board of Commissioners
Garfield County Board of Commissioners

State of Idaho
Department of Fish & Game

Local Governments
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs
Nez Perce  Tribal Executive Committee
WarmSpringsTribal  Commission Planning Department

Interest  Groups &
Organizations

1000 Friends of Oregon

American Alpine Club
American Fisheries Society
American Forest Institute
American Horse Protection Association
American Mining Congress
AMOC Minerals Company
Anaconda Company
Associated Oregon Industries
Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc.
Association of Oregon Archaeologists
Atlantic Richfield Company
Audubon Society

Baker County Cattlemen’s Association
Blue Mountain Forest Products
Boise Cascade Corporation

Chevron Resource Company
Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission
Continental Oil Company
CrownZellerbach

Defendersof Wildlife
Desert Trail Association

Eastern Oregon Forest Protection Association
Eastern Oregon Mining Association
Eastern Oregon Sportsman
Ellingson Timber Company

Field and Stream
Friends of the Earth

Geothermal Resources International
Grand Canyon Dovies, Inc.

Hines Lumber Company
Homestake Mining Company

Idaho State Historical Society
Independent Petroleum Association of America
Industrial Forestry Association
lzaak Walton League of America

Keep Oregon Green Association

League of Oregon Women Voters

Malheur Country Historical Society
Mazamas
Mineral Exploration Coalition
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\lational  Wildlife Federation
Uative  Plant Society of Oregon
Natural  Mustang Association
Uatural  Resource Defense Council
Northwest  Environmental Defense Center
\lorthwest Mining Association
Northwest  Pine Association
\lorthwest Power Planning Council
YorthwestTimber  Assocratron

Occidental Minerals Corporation
Oregon Association of Counties
Oregon California Trails Association
Oregon Cattlemens  Association
Oregon Council of Rock & Mineral Clubs
Oregon Environmental Council
Oregon Farm Bureau Federation
Oregon 4.Wheel  Drive Clubs
Oregon Historical Society
Oregon Hunters Association
Oregon Mineral Council
Oregon Mining Association
Oregon Natural Resources Council
Oregon Packers&Guides Association
Oregon Sheep Growers
Oregon State University
Oregon State University Extension Service
Oregon Trail Tourism Council
Oregon Wildlife Federation

Pacific Logging Congress
Pacific Northwest 4-Wheel  Drive Association
Pacific Power& Light Company
Public Lands Council
Public Lands Institute

Range Ecology Group
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association

Sage Association
Sage Country Alliance for Good Government
Sierra Club
Society for Range Management

The Nature Conservancy
The Wilderness Society
The Wildlife Society
Treasure Valley Rock&Gem Club

Union County lzaak Walton League

Western Forest Industries Association
Western Land Exchange Company
Wild Canyon Cattle Company, Inc.
Wildlife Management Institute

Approximately 900 additional individuals and
organizations that expressed an interest in public lands in
the planning area were also sent copies of the RMPIEIS.
Included in this group are all grazing lessees within the
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planning area, members of the State legislature, U.S.
Congressional delegation, various educational
institutions, and radio, newspaper and television media,

Consistency  Review
The State Director has concurrently submitted this plan to
the Governors of Oregon and Washington and requested
that they identify any known inconsistencies with State or
local plans, policies or programs. The Governors will have
60 days in which to identify inconsistencies and provide
recommendations in writing to the State Director. The
consistency of the plan with the resource related plans,
programs and policies of other Federal agencies, State
and local government and Indian tribes will be re-evaluated
in the future as part of the formal monitoring and periodic
evaluations of the plan.

Comment and Protest
Procedures
If you wish to make comments for the District Manager’s
consideration in the development of the decision, please
submit your comments by November lo,1986  to the
District Manager, Vale District Office. The plan decisions
will be based on the analysis contained in the EIS,
additional data available, public opinion, management
feasibility, and policy and legal constraints.

Any person that participated in the planning process and
has an interest that is or may be adversely affected by
approval of the Proposed RMP, may file a written protest
with the Director of the BLM. Protests should be send to
the Director, Bureau of Land Management, 18th and C
Streets NW, Washington D.C. 20240 by November 10,
1986. The protest shall contain the name, mailing
address, telephone number, and interest of the person
filing the protest; a statement of the issues being
protested (raising only those issues that were submitted
during the planning process by the protesting party, or an
indication of the date the issues were discussed for the
record); and a concise statement explaining why the
decision is believed to be wrong.

The Director shall render a prompt written decision on the
protest setting forth the reasons forthe  decision. The
decision shall be sent to the protesting party by certified
mail and shall be the final decision of the Department of
the Interior.



Public Comment on the
Draft RMP/EIS and
Responses to Comments
This section of the Proposed RMP/Final  EIS contains a
copy of written comments provided by the public on the
Draft RMPIEIS.  Each substantive comment is numbered
for identification. BLM responses immediately follow each
of the letters.

Comment letters received on the Drafl Baker
RMPiElS are listed below:
1. Bill Rudolph
2. Oregon Historical Society
3. City of Echo, Oregon
4. U.S.D.A., Forest Service, Region 6
5. Pete Wyman
6. Richard R. Gass
7. R.A. Hunt
8. Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industry
9. Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development
10. Oregon Department of Forestry
11. U.S.D.I., National Park Service
12. Ellingson Lumber Company
13. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
14. Oregon Department of Agricutture
15. U.S. Department of Commerce
16. U.S.D.A., Soil Conservation Service
17. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
18. The Nature Conservancy
19. George R. Schlegel
20. John R. Swanson
21. Sierra Club and Friends of Whitewater
22. U.S.D.A./Forest  Service, PacificNorthwest Research
Station
23. Oregon Hunters’ Association, Baker County Chapter
24. Powder River Sportsmen’s Club
25. Joann Benson
26. Oregon State University, Extension Service
27. Craig Markham
28. Oregon-CaliforniaTrails Association
29. Tye One on Flycasters
30. Rick Georges
31. Boise Cascade
32. Oregon Depanment of Fish and Wildlife
33. Oregon Natural Resources Council
34. Range Ecology Group
35. U.S.D.D. Army Corps of Engineers
36. Blue Mountain Protective Alliance
37. Oregon Department of Transporlation,  Parks and
Recreation Division

25



2-1

26



27





6

29



7-l

30



-

3’I



lo-

32



r-

33



13-1

34



13-6

13-2

13-3

35



.~  ,,..~  ,“I,,,,.s:,i:;l(



17.

37



a



17.

17.



39





RECEIVED
UL e 1986

41



19

19.

19-1

-

42



RECEIVED
J”L 14loBb

RECEIVED
JUL 111986

43



I

“It1.l  I a.“,* cr...  . .I. t. “. .“.I”.*. ,h.  “I.,.”  1.,
“(1.  . ,..“I.  . ..l...L...,



RECEIVED
J”L 141986

45



n



47



27-1



r

27-l(

49



-



31-2

31-3

31-4

31-5

51



31



32-1

32.

53







E

cur  .,.A.  .rc..“.  tn.*  tn.  ““7” n.rr..  .XY.  c.7 ..-r.l*.d
r-ltl”  . . .m....T..  .“. . tr”. .t...rd.hl.  .usr..Ln  b.

I) ““...,  .+ .,tm.mr..  ‘.“.l”lng  .r.““. YfV, ..ll
14-6 :“:‘:=,.,,m  ..,n..c...nt  wear...  . ..~a b. ..n.,.t... ,t I.

id.,”  rrcw,lzd  th.t  th.  PlbllC  r....  h..  b...T .b”..E  .“d
“W.&d. Th. ml”  .c,ir., .“d .r.rtlc.l  LW.. ,. .“. tn.*  .‘I.
. ..r4  r..trr.tl...



I

57



1‘4 u. n......  II.,,



Appendices

59



Appendix A Standard Design Features

Introduction
The following list of standard design features includes
project design features, reclamation measures and
procedures that will be applied as stipulations or
requirements on proposed projects. The standard design
practices will be used as mitigation measures throughout
the planning area to avoid or reduce undesirable impacts.
Because it is not possible to anticipate every kind of
project that might be proposed, other practices not listed
below might also be applied to particular projects at the
discretionof the authorizedofficer.

Minerals

I. General
No “unnecessary or undue degradation” of Federal lands
will be allowed. “Unnecessary or undue degradation”
means surface disturbance greaterthan would normally
result when an activity is being accomplished by a prudent
operator in a usual, customary, and proficient manner. The
evaluation of “unnecessary or undue degradation”takes
into consideration the effects of operations on other
resources and land uses, including resources and uses
outside the area of operations. Failure to initiate and
complete reasonable rnitffatfon  measures, including
reclamation of disturbed areas or creation of a nuisance,
may constitute unnecessary or undue degradation.
Failure to comply with applicable environmental protection
statutes and regulations will constitute unnecessary or
unduedegradation.

II. Locatable Mineral Development
under the Mining Laws (43 CFR
3809 and 3802)

A. All Operations
1. All operations, whether casual, under  a notice, or by a
plan of operations, shall be reclaimed.

2. All operations, including casual use and operations
under either a notice or a plan of operations, shall be
conducted to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation
of the federal lands and shall comply with all pertinent
Federal and State laws, including but not limited to the
following:

a. Air Quallty. All operators shall comply wfth applicable
Federal and State air quality  standards, including the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 1857 et seq.).

b. Water  Quality.  All operators shall comply with
applicable Federal and State water quality standards,

including the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended (30 U.S.C. 1151 et seq.).

c. Solld Wastes. All operators shall comply with
applicable Federal and State standards for the disposal
and treatment of solid wastes, including regulatffns
issued pursuant to the Solid Waste Disposal Act as
amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (42 U.S.C. 8901 et seq.). All garbage, refuse orwaste
shall either be removed from the affected lands, or
disposed of or treated to minimize, so far as is practicable,
its impact on the lands.

d. FM, Wlldllfe  and Plant Habitat.  The operator
shall take such action as may be needed to prevent
adverse impacts to threatened or endangered species,
and their habitat that may be affected by operations.

e. Cultural and Paleontologlcal Reeourcee.

Operators shall not knowingly disturb, alter, injure, or
destroy any scientffically  important paleontobglcal  remains
of any historical or archaeological site, structure, building
or object on Federal lands.

Operators shall immediately bring to the attention of the
authorized officer any cuttural  and/or  paleontological
resources that might be aftered or destroyed on federal
lands by his/heroperations,  and shall leave such
discovery intact until told to proceed by the authorized
officer. The authorized officer shall evaluate the
discoveries brought to his/her attention, take action to
protect or remove the resource, and allow operations to
proceed within 10 working days, after notification to the
authorizedofficerof  suchdiscovery.

The Federal Government shall have the responsibility and
bear the cost of investigations and salvage of cultural and
paleontology values discovered after a plan of operations
has been approved, orwhere  a plan is not invofved.

3. Maintenance and Public Safety

During all operations, the operator shall maintain his
structures, equipment and otherfacilffies in a safe and
orderly manner. Hazardous sites or conditions resulting
from operations shall be marked by signs, fenced, or
otherwise identified to alert the public in accordance with
applicable Federal and State laws and regulations.

4. Apptiiabilii  of State Law

Nothing shall be construed to effect a preemption of State
laws and regulations relating to the wnductof operations
or reclamation on federal lands underthe  mining laws.
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B. Notice of Operations, 5 Acres or Less
The following standards govern activities conducted
under a notice:

1. Access routes shall be the minimum width needed for
operations and shall follow natural contour, where
practicable, to minimize cut and fill.

3. If, as a result of the environmental assessment, the
authorized officer determines that there is “substantial
public interest” in the plan, the authorized officer shall
notify the operator, in writing,  that an additional period of
time, not to exceed the additional 80 days provided for
approval of a plan is required to consider public  wmments
on the environmental assessment.

2. All tailings, dumps, deleterious materials or substances,
and other waste produced by the operations shall be
disposed of to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation in accordance with applicable Federal and
State Laws.

Ill. Oil and Gas Leasing

A. Standard Stipulations
Standard stiwlations are listed in Sec. 8of Gfferto  Lease
and Lease for Oil and Gas Form 3100-l 1. They are:

3. At the earliest feasible time, the operator shall reclaim
the areadisturbed,  except to the extent necessary to
preserve evidence of mineralization, bytaking reasonable
measures to prevent or control on-site and off-site
damage to the Federal lands.

Lessee shall conduct operations in a mannerthat
minimlzes adverse impacts to the land, air and water, to
cultural, biological, visual, and other resources, and to
other land uses or users. Lessee shall take reasonable
measures deemed necessary by lessor to accomplish the
intent of this section. To the extent wnsistent  with lease
rightsgranted, such measures may include, but are not
limited to, modification to siting or design of facilities,
timing of operations, and specification of interim and final
reclamation measures. Lessor reserves the tight to
wntinue existing uses and to authorize future uses upon
or in the leased lands, including the approval of
easements or rights-of-way.  Such uses shall be
conditioned so as to prevent unnecessary or
unreasonable interference with rights of lessee.

4. Reclamation shall include, but shall not be limited to:

a. Saving of topsoil for final application after reshaping of
disturbed areas have been completed;

b. Measures to control erosion, landslides, and water
runoff;

c. Measures to isolate, remove, or wntrol toxic materials;

d. Reshaping the area disturbed, application of the
topsoil, and revegetation of disturbed areas, where
reasonably practicable; and

Priorto  disturbing the surface of the leased lands, lessee
shall wntact  lessorto  be apprised of procedures to be
followed and modifications& reclamation measures that
may be necessary. Areas to be disturbed may require
inventories or special studies to determine the extent of
impacts to other resources. Lessee may be required to
complete minor inventories or short term special studies
under guidelines provided by lessor. If in the conduct of
operations, threatened or endangered species, objects of
historic or scientific interest, or substantial unanticipated
environmental effects are observed, lessee shall
immediately contact lessor. Lessee shall cease any
operations that would resuft  in the destruction of such
species or objects.

e. Rehabilitation of fisheries and wildlife habitat.

C. Plan of Operations - Prevention of
Unnecessary or Undue Degradation
1. When an operator files a plan of operations of a
significant modification that encompasses land not
previously covered by an approved plan, the authorized
officer  shall make an environmental assessment or a
supplement to identify the impacts of the proposed
operations on the lands, and to determine whether an
environmental impact statement is required.

2. In conjunction with the operator, the authotfzed  officer
shall use the environmental assessment to determine the
adequacy of mitigating measures and reclamation
procedures included in the plan to insure the prevention
of unnecessary or undue degradation of the land. If an
operator advises he/she is unable to prepare mitigating
measures, the authorized officer,  in conjunction with the
operator, shall use the environmental assessment as a
basis for assisting the operator in developing such
measures.

B. Special Stipulations
Special stipulations are attached to oil and gas leases to
provide additional protection forfragile areasor  critical
resource values. Examples of special stipulations are
seasonal restrictions for critical wildlife habitat and No
Surface Occupancy to protect special valuesor  fragile
areas.
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Timber Harvest

I. Sale Planning

A. Timber.
Planning for a timber sale must precede actual field layout
of the sale. General needs and goals for a particular area
are established years in advance through the Timber
Management Activity Plan (TMAP), the five-yeartimber
sale plan and other long-range plans. Such plans are more
sharply focused as certain tracts are selected for inclusion
in short-range plans such as annual timber sale plan, and
environmental assessments (EA) are prepared for spectic
sale areas. Once an area has been selected and approved
for inclusion in the annual sale plan, the field forester, with
the aid of resource specialists, translates the management
plan and objectives into reality  on the ground, making
adjustments as necessary to best meet the stated plans
and objectives and environmental protection
requirements. Planning and preparation for all sales shall
wnsiderthefollowing:

1. Long-Range & Short-Range Plannlng. Prior to
field layout of a proposed sale, the Area Manager reviews,
with the foresters assigned to the sale layout task, the
following:

a. Timber management activity plan including EA/EIS for
TMAP.

b. Five-yeartimber sale plan.

c. Management plans for special use areas and other
activities, e.g., HMPs.

d. Annual timber sale plan including EAfor  proposed
action.

e. Road transportation plan for area, including planned
design  standards.

g. Terms and conditions of right-of-way agreements and
easements for area involved.

h. Condition and status of cadastral surveys in area.

i. Status of inventoriesfororoccurrenceof sensitive,
threatened, or endangered plants and animals; status of
inventories of cultural resources.

j. Notification requirements of Corps of Engineers under
Sec. 404 of Federal Water Pollution control Act if work
involves discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable
waters; applicability of any general permit issued pursuant
to Sec. 404.

k. Applicability of wastal zone management programs
pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act.

2. Sllvkultural Practices.  Silviittural practices must
be used that best meet the management goals and
related land-use prescrfptfons  and assure prompt
regeneration of the forest. Selectiin cutting, shelterwood
cutting, clearcutting or theirvarious modifications are
available optttns.

a. Clearcutting should not be used as a cutting practice
where:

(1) Soil slope or other watershed con&ions  are fragile and
subject to unacceptable damage.

(2) There is no assurance that the area can be adequately
restocked within 5 years after harvest.

(3) Aesthetic values outweigh other considerations.

b. Clearcutting should be used only where:

(1) It is silvicuiturally  essential to accomplish the relevant
forest management objectives.

(2) The size of clearwt  blocks, patches, or strips are kept
at the minimum necessary to accomplish silvicultural and
other multiple-use management objectives. Cutting units
should not exceed 40 acres in romtal  circumstances.
More than 40 acres may be appropriate for salvage of an
area already environmentally damaged by fire, insect or
wind, or where larger cutting unts  would minimize road
construction and other actions which would result in
greater adverse environmental impact on the total forest.

3. Sale Design. Cutting areas should be shaped and
designed to blend as much as possible with the natural
terrain and landscape. The wtting area should minimize
the effect on the total forest vista with due regard for
future harvesting, impacts of road construction and other
relevant factors.

4. Roads. Roads and other facilities S~VXJ!~ be kept to a
minimum, and where needed to fulfill short and long term
management needs, should be located, designed and
wnstructed  to the standards necessary forthe total land
use and resource values involved.

a. Location of Logging Roads. Roads should be so
located to minimize the rfsk of materfal entering adjacent
streams orotherwaters.

(1) Road will be fit to the topography so that a minimum
alteration of natural features will be necessary.

(2) Roads will be located on stable terrain such as
moderate sideslopes or ridgetops wherever possible
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When roads must cross potential unstable terrain, the road
should be engineered to the extent neCeSSarYtO  prevent
unacceptable damage. Where sidecasting Of waste
material during road excavation will wver the downslope
soil with rock and subsoil incapable of supporting
productive vegetation, consider end-hauling waste
material to stable areas of more moderate topography.

(3) Logging roads will be located away from wet or marshy
areas andotherwetlands, meadows, riparian areas, and
stream banks. Otherwise, necessary drainage and
streambank protection would be provided.

(4) The numberof  stream crossingswould be minimized.
When it is practical streams would be crossed at right
angles to the main channel.

(5) Areas of vegetation would be left or established
between roads and streams.

(6) Roads will avoid being located through crucial deerand
elk winter range, when feasible.

(7) Roads will avoid being located through non-forest or
non-commercial forest habitats with high wildlife values.

b. Road Design. Consistent wkh good safety practices
and intended use, each road will be designed to the
minimum-use standards adapted to the terrain and soil
materials, to minimize surface disturbance and damage to
waterquality.

(1) A flexible design will be to minimize damage to soil and
waterquality.

(2) Roads will be designed no wider than necessary to
accommodate the immediate anticipated use.

(3) Cut and fill slopes would be designed at the normal
angle of repose or less.

(4) Culvert out-flow would not be allowed to be discharged
onto unprotected fill slopes. Energy dissipaters would be
installed at culvert outlets or in half rounds where needed.

(5) Water crossing structureswould be designed to
provide for adequate fish passage, minimum impact on
water quality, and the 25year frequency storm. Increases
in water yield and peak flows resufting from vegetation
removal would be kept in mind when designing structures.

(6) Roads will be designed to drain naturally by outsloping
and by grade changes wherever possible. Where
out&ping  is not feasible, use roadside ditches and
culverts to drain roads onto undisturbed ground.

(7) Dips, waterbars, and cross-drainage would be provided
on all temporary roads.

(6) Drainage diversions would be placed above Stream
crossings so that water may be filtered through vegetative
buffers before entering the stream.

(9) Drainage would be provided where groundwater
causes slope instabilfty.

c. Road Construction. Road construction represents a
principal source of sedimentation. Limit excavation to the
practical, essential amount needed to meet the necessary
road standards.

Plan for stabilization of soil exposed and for rehabilitation
of other environmental damage during Construction.

5. Harvest Techniques.  Sale layout planning will
include planning for use of harvest systems that minimize
damage to the site and to reserve trees and provide
maximum protection from fire, insects, disease, wind,
rodents and other hazards.

a. Felling. Directional felling systems would be used where
needed to minimize site  damage: to protect streams,
buffer strips, rfparian areas, cultural sites, or resewed
timber (including wildlife trees); orto increase timber
utilization,

b. Logging Systems. Logging systems that least disturb
the soil manteland streamside buffer strips are preferred to
those methods that contribute to soil movement.

c. Landings. Landings will be of minimum size
commensurate with safety and equipment requirements
and located on stable areas so as to minimize the risk of
material entering adjacent streams and waters. Landings
should be located on firm ground above the high-water
level of any stream. Landing locations on unstable areas,
on steep side hill areas or areas which require excessive
excavation should be avoided.

6. Soil Protection. Presewing the upper soil strata for
the subsequent growing of future forest crops depends in
large part on the care, planning, and professional
judgement exercised in sale layout. No more than 12
percent of the afeawould  be allowed to become
compacted.

a. Protection of Watershed. Each sale will be planned to
reduce to a minimum the amount of soil erosion resulting
from road wnstruction,  togging, or slash disposal
wmmensurate with practical logging procedures and
reasonable costs.

b. Revegetatffn.  Prompt planning will be undertaken for
revegetation of roadway cut and fill slopes and other areas
where soil has been seriously disturbed and wnstitutes
an erosion and sedimentation hazard. Revegetation and
erosion prevention measures may include mulching,
seeding to grass or legumes, forbs, planting of rapid-
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growth species of plants, seeding or planting Of trees,
hydromulching and other appropriate soil stabilization
practices.

7. Protection of streams, wetlands-rlparian
areas, and other waters. When planning operations
along streams, lakes, bogs, swamps, marshes, wet
meadows, springs, seeps or other sourceswhere the
continuous presence of water is indicated, protect soil and
vegetation from disturbances that could cause adverse
effects on water quality and water quantity, wildlife and
aquatic habitat, Special consideration will begfven  around
sources that supplydomesticwater. Use streamside
buffer strips along perennial and intermittent streams to
reduce the quantity of sediment and logging wastes that
might reach the stream, to help prevent stream water
temperature increases, and to protect aquatic life, riparian
zones and natural streamside beauty. Review decisions
concerning management of riparian areas and wetlands
made during the planning process regarding management
objectives, vegetative composition, planned management
actions, etc. If guidelines for marking buffer strips are not
listed in the planning documents, the following guidelines
should be observed:

a. Leave all hardwood trees critical to stream protection
and shrubs, grasses, rocks and natural “down” timber that
afford shade over a perennial stream or maintain stream
bank protection. Where insufficient nonmerchantable tree
species exist to provide up to a minimum 75% of original
shade over the stream, a fringe of undisturbed
merchantable trees may be required. These trees are also
the future source of large woody debris for the stream and
riparian areas.

b. All natural-occurring, large woody debris and tree boles
should be left in the stream to provide habitat structure,
unless blocking migrations of fish or recommended for
removal by a hydrologist or biologist.

c. Neither an optimum nor a minimum width can be
arbitrarily established for buffer strips. The necessary
width varies with steepness of the terrain, the nature of
the undercover, the kind of soil, the size of the stream, the
width of the riparian area, and the amount of timberthat is
to be removed.

d. Foreffectivefiltering of sediment, buffer strips should
be wide enough to entrapthe material that erodesfrom
upslope  road construction or from adjacent logging areas.
Under some conditions, and with careful control in
adjacent logging areas, a relatively narrow buffer strip may
suffice. But where excessive soil movement may occur,
the buffer strip may have to be much wider and other
precautions will have to be taken to eliminate adverse
effects on stream water quality.

e. A modification of the buffer strip plan may involve
removal of some merchantable trees from buffer strips as

decided by an interdisciplinary team during sale planning.
Buffer strips may be protected by leaving stumps high
enough to prevent upslope  trees from rolling or sliding
through the strips into the streams: by parallel felling; or by
tree pulling or jacking.

f. Where timber should be removed because it would be
subject to excessive windthrow and where it is difficuit to
leave an adequate bufferof  timber to shade and protect
the stream, plan to reestablish cove-r along the stream after
cutting is completed. Fast growing deciduous speciesor
other suitable vegetation may be required to restore
shade as quickly as possible. Leave understory
vegetation as undisturbed as possible to filter runoff and
help stabilize the soil.

g. Intermittent streams in some areas may, during the wet
season, produce enough flow to provide spawning areas
for trout or anadromous fish and to carry silt loads to
perennial streams. Intermittent streams with this potential
will receive consideration with perennial streams for use of
buffer strips.

8. Wlldlife  Conslderatlons. Special care will be taken
during sale layout planning to protect or preserve
important wildlife and aquatic habitat. Identified crucial
habitats may include big game winter ranges, migration
routes, calving ground, strutting ground, nesting areas,
and riparian zones. Maintain a minimum of 10% of the
commercial forest acreages in old growth stage well
distributed on a sustained yield basis. However, certain
habitat considerations must be a part of every sale layout
plan.

a. Legislated Action. Positive action will be taken to
preserve sensitive threatened or endangered species
and their habitat, in accordance with the mandates of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Bald Eagle
Protection Act of 1940, Sikes Act of 1960, and existing
Bureau policy.

b. Wildlife Tree (Snag) Management. Evenly distributed
management will be provided for cavity dwellers on
managed forest lands without creating logging safety
hazards and without violating the decisions on which the
allowable cut plan is based. Maximum use shou!d be made
of existing withdrawals to manage snags. These areas can
be managed to contribute to the snag requirement while
recently cut units may contain few or no snags. To meet
the snag policy, wildlife trees/snags will be retained, as
feasible, on each acre of managed forest land. Snag
management in areas that are devoid of snags, or have
limited existing snags, may require that an adequate
number of green trees or culls be left per acre to maintain a
60-70%  viable population level of cavity dependent
wildlife.

Specific wikdlife  tree/snag diameters (DBH) to be retained
will be based on wildlife species requirements. When snag
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management is not directed at specific species habaat
requirements, then wildlife tree/snag diameter selection
should be divided approximately equally between snags
25 inch DBH and larger, ranging to 50 feet in height, and
snags IO-25 inches DBH over 6feet in height. Depending
on the forest type, 108-I 58 trees per 100 acres of various
size classes from 1 O-20 inch DBH would  be left standing.
In all cases leave all the soft snags and the largest available
hard snags when a choice exists. In selecting wildlife
trees, give special attention to snags and culls exhibiting
heart rot, broken tops, external fungal  conks, dead branch
stubs, and signs of existing wildlife use.

c. Down Log Management. Provide at least 5 to 10 down
logs per acre on lands in the intensive forest base. Each
log should havea minimumdimensionof 12”-17”x20’.
Meeting this goal should not be difficult under normal
circumstances because clearcut  units usually contain
more material meeting the size requirements.

d. Opening (Forages)/Cover  Ratio. Evaluate the opening
(forage) and cover ratio in a proposed timber sale area
when the sale involves big game habltat. Consult a wildlife
biologist to determine how to obtain maximum benefits of
timber harvest on the maintenance of optimum
forage/cover ratios on deer and elk summer and winter
ranges.

On land currently unsuited for the production of wood
fibre. such as lakes, bogs, springs, swamps, wet
meadows, or grasslands, strive to maintain thermal, hiding
and survival coverfor wildlife species.

Clearcutting operations will be planned so that adequate
wildlife escape cover is available within one-eighth mile.

e. Access. The effect of accessibility and human
disturbance on wildlife will be considered in road location
and design. Closure of unneeded roads would take place
upon wmpletionof logging and, if necessary, seasonal
closures of operations would take place during critical
wildlife periods. The cumulative effects of the road
transportation netwolk  will be considered on key areas
that are crucial for big game winter survival and
fawning/calving habitat.

9. Cultural Resources. Special consideration must be
given during sale layout to protection and preservation of
cultural resources as required by the Antiquities Act of
1906 and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

l,O. Utlllzatlon,  Slash Dlsposal and Site
Preparation. Consideration of the following will be
included in the sale planning efforts:

a. Utilization. Complete utilization is encouraged of all
harvested trees, including marginal and non-commercial
species. Each forest products sale will provide opportunity
for maximum use of all timberorother vegetative

resources sold and to prevent destruction of unused
materials provided that such utilization is consistent with
wildlife requirements.

b. Slash Disposal and Site Preparation. To achieve fire
hazard reduction, and to provide for reforestation and
other intensive forest management opportunities, full
consideration must be given at time of sale planning to the
desirability and method of slash disposal and site
preparation. Factors to b-s considered include but are not
limited to utilizationof  material, removalof debris, smoke
management, fire protection, watershed protection, soil
compaction, nutrient loss, witdlife habitat requirements,
animal damage, and reforestation requirements.

11. Reforestation.  Each sale plan must include plans
for prompt reforestation of the sale area after completion
of the timber harvest operation by natural or artificial
means.

12. Other Vegetative ReSOUrCeS. Preparation for
sales of other vegetation resources or for small sales of
minor forest products, may be somewhat less detailed
than preparation for a regulartimber sale. As a minimum,
wnsiderthefollowing:

a. Opportunity for sale and potential competitive interest,
b. Land use plans and multiple-use relationships in the
area, including MFP recommendations anddecisions.
c. EAfor proposed action.
d. Access to area.
e. Lard status.
f. Property lines.
g. Effect of sale on otherforest products.
h. Protection of reserved resources.
i. Site protection.
j. Emsioncontrol.
k. Preservation of water quality.

II. Sale Layout

1. Plan. Prepare a layout plan after on-the-ground
inspections of the sale area. Incorporate all applicable
considerations listed in Section I, above, in the layout
plan. The planned sate layout should be depicted on aerial
photos and maps of the area, as best suited to the
situation, with accompanying narrative.

2. Logging System. The layout plan must reflect
selection of the optimum logging systems, taking into
consideration the topography, size of cutting area, road
locations, silvtcultural  prescriptions forthe sale area, size
of timber, locationof protection areas anddamageable
sites, other multiple-use factors and harvest plans for
removal of timberfrom adjacent resewed areas.

3. Road and Boundary Locations. On aerial photos
ormaps.  showthefollowing:

65



a. Location and boundary of clear-cut areas, partial cuts
areas, special cutting areas and special yarding areas.

b. Location of resewe areas or resewed trees.

c. Location of property bourdarles.

d. Location of mainline roads, logging spur roads and
landing areas.

4. Supervlslon.  Sale layout, in accordance with the
layout plan, will be done byorunderthe supewisionof a
professional forester and in wnsultation with other
disciplinary expertise. The marking and designation of
cutting areas is a complex assignment, requiring the best
effort of experienced forestry personnel. Most sale layout
involves completion of plans and consideration for the
following items:

a. Location and identification of corners, wrner
monuments and property lines.

b. Mainline roads, spur roads, landings and mad
improvement work located, surveyed, or designed and
staked and locations referenced.

c. RigMs-of-way  boundary involving new road
wnstnrction  blazed or painted and posted through timber
areas.

Fire Management
1. Fuel mapping will be based on northern forest fire lab
fuels models.

2. All planned/prescribed bums will have specific,
measurable objectives. objective monitoring will be the
responsibility of the beneftting  activity.

3. Pre-treatment and post-treatment monitoring of the five
major soil nutrients (N,P,K,Ca.Mg)  will occur on all
planned/prescribed bums. Post-treatment monitoring will
occur after the second and fifth growing season.

4. Planned/prescribed burns will not be conducted when
soil moisture is below  60 percent.

5. Fire management activities will be conducted so that
surface disturbance is minimized. Tractor fire trails will not
be allowed in the planning area unless approved by the
Area Manager.

6. Cultural resource protection will be the first priorly  of
the area fire management program.

7. High value resource areas, developed areas, and areas
where fire might pose a lire threatening situation will be
protected through intensity of attack.

8. All bum areas will receive at least two (2) growing
seasons of post-fire rest from livestock grazing. If resource
objectives have still not been met, then additional rest will
be prescribed.

9. Planned/prescribed bum areas could receive a
minimum of two (2) growing seasons pre-fire rest from
livestock grazing to build fuels so that resource objectives
can be met.

10. All unplanned ignitions will have post-burn review and
evaluations in orderto define appropriate multi-resource
rehabilitation.

Recreation Sites
1. Project work undertaken within recreation sites would
be designed and constructed to fit general layout and
themes of site.

2. Project work undertaken near recreation sites would be
designed and constructed with an adequate bufferto
provide  for protection of scenic values of recreation site
will be established.

Visual Resource Management
(VRM)
1. Class I - Primarily for WSAs,  RNAs, ACECs. ONAs,  and
Wild&Scenic Rivers.

No projects will be allowed within these areas.

2. Class II - Primarily for areas of hiih scenicquality.

Any project work within a Class II area cannot be visible to a
casual visitor from any travel route.

3. Class Ill - Primarily for areas considered important from
an aestheticview point. Not necessarily outstanding
scenery.

Project workcan  be seen wtthin a Class Ill area from travel
routes. However, projects cannot be a focal point on the
landscape.

4. Class IV - Primarilyforgeneral scenic landscapes
throughout muchof  BLM.

Project work within a Class IV area can be a focal point on
the landscape to the casual vi&or.

5. Class V - Primarily for sites requiring reclamation
(landfills, timbercuts, mining operations, etc.).

Project work within these areas is virtualfy unrestricted.

66



Cultural Resources
Management of cultural resources emphasizes protection
and preservation. To meet these objectives, the
Department of Interior has issued instructions setting forth
preservation and protectionguidelines. In accordance
with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. as
amended, Executive Order 11593 and BLM policy,
appropriate measures (such as inventory and existing data
review) would be taken to identify, protect, presewe and
determine the significance of cultural properties prior to
implementation of any project or plan. Prior to any activity
plan or project that may adversely affect these properties,
the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
will be consulted to determine effects upon the cultural
resource. For any site within the project area determined
eligibleforthe National Registerof Historic Places, and
determined to be adversely effected by the activity plan or
project, mitigation measures woufd  be undertaken.
Appropriate mitigating measures and evaluation of effect
on properties are determined in wnsultation with the
State Historic Presewation Officer and National Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation. Usually, project or plan re-
design (location or method) will be employed where
practical. Mitigation measures may include, but are not
limited to, the following: 1) adjusting project boundaries to
avoid impacting sites; 2) intensive documentation of the
cultural resource before proceeding with project
implementation: 3) adopting methods ortechniques that
would minimize direct and indirect disturbance to the site
and its environmental setting; 4) removing and relocating
historic cultural properties to another location after
documentation and development of a management plan
to maintain the values of the property: or 5) excavating the
archaeological pmpertieswith  the goal of preserving the
values of the properties.

The inventory or mitigation will be directed by cultural
resource specialistsor through contracts with individuals
or institutions meeting professional standards.
Management plans will be developed for all National
Register properties and others determined to need
comprehensive management.

Special stipulations in wntracts and leases, and
acknowledgement of mining notices will be included to
protect undiscovered or subsurface cultural resources
not identified during inventory. In all cases, cultural
resources discovered during an operation or activity on
BLM land will be left intact and operations in the area
suspended. Operations will not be resumed until written
permission is received from the authorizedofficer. Cultural
resources will be evaluated and protected in accordance
with procedures under36 CFR 600 and legislated
requirements, including consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer in the determinations of
elrgrbrlrty  and effects.

Special stipulations on fuelwood  (firewood cutting)
permits: Standing dead trees within 100’ of any historic

building or structural remains (for example cabins, barns,
outbuildings, historic mining structures) must be felled
away from the structure or remains.

See also Timber Harvest (itemg),  Fire Management (item
6) Locatable Mineral Development (Item A2e,  citing the
43 CFR 3609 regulations).

Wildlife
No action will be taken by the BLM that could jeopardize
the continued existence of any federally listed threatened
or endangered plant or animal species. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service will beconsulted regarding actions that
affect habitat of these species. State sensitive species will
be managed as though they were officially listed pursuant
to the EndangeredSpecies  Actof 1973.

Consultation with the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife will be accomplished on major construction, and/or
surface disturbing activities in high value wildlife areas.

Vegetation manipulation and revegetation projects in
crucial wildlife areas would be done in irregular shape and
to create a vegetation mosaic.

All areas where major vegetation manipulation or
conversion occurs will be totally rested from livestock
grazing for at least two growing seasons following
treatment.

Wildlife escape devices will be installed and maintained in
watertroughs.

BLM will not do any action that would reduce minimum flow
below instream flow recommended by ODFW on Class I
fishable streams.

In crucial wildlife habitats major wnstruction  and
maintenance work will be scheduled to avoid or minimize
disturbance to wildlife. Areas disturbed during project
construction will be reseeded with a mixture of grasses,
forbs  and shrubs to meet site specific needs or habitat
requirements. All new fences will be built to standard
Bureau wildlife specifications.
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Appendix B Water Quality Measurements

Tmperaturs  of
Ak water CFS

Spec
Turbldlty Cond.

Total Total Dissolved Suspended
Alkallnily Hardness oxygen Sediment
Mgb as cam MgilasCaC03 P h  h/L Mg/L

Burnt River 12!?4181 13
(below Unity 3116182 21
Dam) 412Ol82 34

6/8/82 12
7114182 10
8/17182 7
912282 9

297 7.95
66

185 69
182 74
204 85
230 89

43
64
67
72
83
92

7.90
7.90
7.90

5
7

28
10

6
3
7

Burnt River 12114181 7
(19.5 miles 3116182 26
below Dam) 4120182 24

618182 14
7114182 15
8117182 14
9122182 60

510 8.20
95

311 124
168 126
298 120
371 150

88
89

118
120
115
142

7.90
7.90
8.00

Burnt River 12/14/81 9
(below Clarks 3/16!82 30
Creek) 4/20/82 24

618182 12
7/14/82 15
S/17/82 10
9/22/82 9

508 8.20
103

336 139
338 138
365 158
390 162

96
95

130
132
153
156

8.00
8.00
8.20

Burnt River 12114181
(.5 miupslream 3/16/82
fromFrench 4120182
Gulch) 618/82

7114182
B/17/82
9122182

6
32

500 8.50
103

28
11
16
10
10

338 140
345 138
382 159
395 164

99
98

134
134
154
159

8.20
8.30
8.40

Burnt River 12/14181 4
(below Cl& 3116182 38
Creek) 4120182 32

618182 12
7114182 16
8/17/82 10
9/20/82 61 28
9l22182 12

503 8.40
104

342
345
319

141
139
161
150
166

101
98

135
134
157

395 160

8.20
8.50
8.40
8.60

6
56
18
32
47
39

11
38

Big Creek 9Bl82 70 10 50 8.30 12
BalmCreek 9113182 45 16 25 8.20 14
LawrenceCreek  9114182 50 5 50 5.50 4
DixieCr#l 9/14/82 54 18 200 6.20 12
Dixie Cr 113 lw7182 46 12 100 6.60 13

Upper Cable Cr 7/15/66 1050 68 61 7.5 3 15
LowsrCaMeCr 7ll5M 1320 73 60 7.5 1 13
Upper Elk0 7/16/86 1440 70 59 .5 5 147
LowetElkCr 7116186 1510 71 58 .5 6 143
HibbardCreek 7117186 910 74 51 .3 17 x)5
FoxCreek 7117186 1110 78 59 .3 3 66
Morgan Creek 7117186 1305 84 89 .3 5 479
CannorCreek 7117186 1510 88 89 2.4 5 312

7.60
6.90
7.00
6.90
6.90
6.70
6.50

10
9

11.6
13

13
9

6.90 10

9
24
24
18
39
40

144

18
24
22
18
41
34
38

8
28
34
27
46
33
38
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Appendix C Revised Table 11 Threatened, Endangered
or Sensitive Species

Scientific Name

Animals
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Buteo swainsoni
Buteo regalis
Centrocercus urophasianus
‘Tympanuchus phasianellus columbiaflus
Numenius americanus
Plecotus townsendi townsendi

“Recently extirpated in Oregon

Plants
Allium madidum (D)
Allium robinsonii (S)
Allium tolmiei var. platyphyllum (D)
Arenaria franklinii var. thompsonii (S)
Astragalus atratus var. owyheense (D)
Astragalus diaphanus (D)
Astragalus kentrophyta var. douglasii (S)
Astragalus reventus var. reventus (D)
Betula papyrifer var. commutata  (D)
Bolandra oregana (D)
Bupleurum americanurn (D)
Collomia macrocalyx (S)
Erigeron englemannii (S)
Geum rossii var. tufbinatum (D)
Haplopappus radiatus (D)
Heuchera grossularifolia var.
grossularifolia (D)
Leptodactylon  hazelae (D)
Lomatium  greenmanii (S)
Lomatium oreganum (D)
Lomatium rollinsii (D)
Mimulus clivicola  (D)
Mimulus washingtonensis (S)
Mirabilis macfarlenei (S)
Pleuropogon oregonus  (S)
Ribes irriguum (D)
Rorippa columbiae  (S)
Rubus  bartonius (D)
Salix bebbiana (D)
Silene  scaposa var. scaposa (S)
Silene  spaldingii (S)
Thelypodium eucosmum (S)
Thelypodium howellii ssp. spectabilis (S)

(D, i Dot- 1s) i slHps*d

Common Name State Status ’ Federal Status ’-

Bald Eagle
Swainson’s Hawk
Ferruginous Hawk
Western Sage grouse
Columbian Sharp-tailed grouse
Long-billed curlew
Townsend’s western big eared bat

Swamp onion
Robinson’s onion
Flat-leaved Tolmie’s onion
Thompson’s sandwort
Owyhee milkvetch
Transparent Milk-vetch
Douglas Milk-vetch
Blue Mountain milkvetch
Paper birch
Oregon bolandra
Bupleurum
Bristle-flowered collomia
Engelmann’s daisy
Slender-stemmed avens
Snake River goldenweed

Gooseberry-leaved alumroot
Hazel’s prickly-phlox
Greenman’s lomatium
Oregon lomatium
Rollin’s  lomatium
Bank monkey flower
Washington monkey flower
Macfarlane’s four o’clock
Oregon semaphore grass
Idaho gooseberry
Columbia cress
Bartonberry
Bebb’s  willow
Scapose catchfly
Spalding’s campion
Arrow-leaf Thelypody
Howell’s spectacular thelypody

2
3

2

1

3
2
3
1
2
1
1
3
2
3
2
3
2
2
1

3
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
3
2
1
1
1
1

2

2

1
2
2

LE
2

2

2
2
2
1
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Appendix D Revised Table 36 Impacts to Air Quality
from Average Annual Slash Burning and Prescribed
Burning in the Planning Area

1976 Baseline No Action Commodity Production Natural Environmental Protection Preferred
A c r e s  Tonsduel Acres Tons/Fuel Acres Tons/Fuel Acres TonsiFuel Acres Tons/Fuel

Slash Burning 197 5,812 186 2 , 1 3 9 ’ 193 2,220 ’ 153 1,760’ 177 2,036 *
(11.5 tons/acre)’

Prescribed Burning 10 35 200 700 100 350 8W 2,800 500 1,750
(3.5 tons/acre)

Total Tons of Fuel 5,847 2,839 2,570 4,560 3,786

‘The baseline year fuel load was calculated using 29.5 tons/aae  which was based on calculations made by the Wallowa-Whitman  National Forest.

7 0



Appendix E Proposed Mineral Withdrawals for Special
Management Areas

Keating Riparian RNA/ACEC  - Oregon Trail - Total Acres:
Total Acres: 185 200.29

Balm Creek - Acres 75 Echo Meadows - Acres 55

T. 7 S., R. 43 E.. WM
Sec. 31:S1/2SE1/4NE1/4SE1/4;

Wl12NEll4SEl14SElN;
El/2 NWll4SE114SEl/4;
SW114 SE114 SE114

T. 8 S., R. 43 E., WM
Sec. 6: El/2 NE114 NW114 NEll4;

SE114 NW114 NE114;
W112NE114SW114NE1/4;
E112NW1/4SW1/4NE1/4;
SW114SWll4NE1l4
NW114 NW114 NW114 SEll4;
E112NE1l4NE114SW1/4;
SW1/4NE114NE1/4SW1/4;
N1/2SE114NE1/4SW114

Sawmill Creek - Acres 80

T. 8 S., R. 43 E., WM
Sec. 1: Sll2 SW114 NE114 SWll4;

SW114 NE114 NW114 SWll4;
NWtl4NWll4SWtl4;
NE114SW114NW1/4SW1/4;
SEtl4NW114SWll4;
SW114 SW114 SEll4;
SW114 SE114 SW114 SE114

Sec. 12:SW1/4NW114NE114NE114;
NW114SW114NE1/4NE1/4;
Sl12 SW114 NE114 NEll4;
Nll2 NEtI NWl/4  NEt/4;
SE114 NE114 NW114 NEll4;
S112NE1/4SE114NE1/4;
E112NW114SE1/4NE1/4;
SE114SE114NE1/4

Clover Creek - Acres 30

T.7S.,R.42E.,WM
Sec. 25: NE114  NW114  NWll4;

El12 SW114 NW114 NWll4;
Wl12 SE114 NW114 NWll4;
N112NW114SW114NW1/4;
SW114 NW114 SW114 NWll4;
NW114  SW114 SWlf4 NW114

T. 3 N., R. 28 E., WM
Sec. 22: NE114 NEll4SWll4;

N112NW114NE114SW1/4;
SW1I4NE114NE114SE1/4;
S112NW114NE114SE1/4;
N1/2S112NE114SE1/4;
Nll2 NWll4SEll4;
NE114 SE114 NW114 SE114

Straw Ranch - Acres 40

T.lOS.,R.42E.,WM
Sec. 28: SW114 NW114 SW114 NWll4;

SWll4SWtl4NWll4:
SW1/4SE114SW1/4NW1/4:
SW1/4NW114NE1/4SW114;
Wll2 SW114 NElt4 SWlf4;
NEll4NWll4SWtl4;
NE114NW114NW114SW1/4;
El12 SE114 NW114 SW114

Flagstaff Hill - Acres 105.29

T. 9 S., R. 41 E., WM
Sec. 6: Lot3;

NW114 NE114 SE114 NWV4;
NElI4NE114SE114NW1/4;
SElI4NE1l4SElI4NW1l4;
SW114NW1/4SW1/4  NEll4;
NW114 SWtI4 SW114 NEll4;
NE114 SWV4 SW114 NEIl4;
SE1/4SW114SW114NE1/4;
SW1/4SE1/4SW1/4NE1/4;
NW114NE114NWll4SE1/4;
NE1/4NE1/4NW1/4SE114;
SE114 NE114 NW114 SEll4;
SW114 NW114 NE114 SEV4;
SWll4NEll4SEll4;
NW114 SE114 NE114 SE1/4;
N112NE114SE1/4SE1/4

Sec. 5: NW114 SW114 SWll4;
S1/2NE1/4SW114SW1/4;
SEli4SEll4SWt14SW1l4
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Appendix F Land Tenure Adjustment Criteria
The land tenure adjustment criteria are identified to assist
in categorizing the public lands for retention or disposal.
Criteria are also provided to facilitate the selection of lands
to be received in exchanges or other types of acquisition.
The criteria range from specific to general and are
designed to provide direction for resource area wide
consistency while allowing the manager flexibility in
identifying circumstances which dictate the category in
which lands can be placed.

These criteria involve a mtxture of diverse resource
program thrusts that will allow the Baker Resource Area of
the Vale District to focus attention  in the retention zone,
where maximum fiscal operational efficiencies and public
benefits can be accomplished. These program thrusts are
summarized and outlined as follows:

- Retain and manage the BLM administered public lands in
the retentibn zone and lands. Exchanges of land in the
retention Zone may be made to acquire other retention
zone lands which would enhance resource management
programs or improve public service.

- Continue the existing land exchange program, with the
goal of consolidating the BLM administered
landownership within the retention zone.

- Continue entering into any practical cooperative
management agreements with other federal and state
governmental agencies. The goal here is to manage the
scattered and isolated parcels situated outside
designated management areas in the most efficient
manner.

* Continue to subject public land parcels in the disposal
zones to exchange following site-specific environmental
analysis of each parcel.

* Continue cooperating with other federal, state, and local
governmental agencies, as well as appropriate private
organizations, in development of needed recreation and
other public purpose projects.

In addition to this policy, additional criteria that will be used
in categorizing this public land for either retention or
disposal, or requiring further study, as well  as identifying
acquisition opportunities and priorities, are summarbed
below. This list is not considered all-inclusive, but it
represents the major factors that will be evaluated. The
criteria that will be used include the following:

-public resource values that will benefit and enhance the
range management, wildlife habitat, watershed,
recreation, forestry, mineral, cultural resource,
endangered, threatened, or sensitive plant and animal,
and wilderness programs;
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* access to public lands should be enhanced by the BLM
acquiring key tracts or easements that would assure the
public legal access to blocks of public lands. Improved
access will generally increase recreational use in areas
where a intermingled ownership pattern now restricts
public use;

- amount of public monetary investments in facilities or
improvements on the public land and the potential for
recovering those investments;

- difficulty or costs in time and money in the effective
managerial administration of the lands;

- suitability or desirability of the land for management by
anothergovemmental agency;

-significance of any subsequent land use decisions in
stabilizing, enhancing, or hindering existing or potential
;;y;;sysses,  social and ecoromicconditions,  and/or  life-

- needforfuture mineral development;

- encumbrances to the land, including, but not limited 10,
Recreation and Public Purposes and small tract leases and
other leases and permits, rights-of-way, and withdrawals;

. consistency of the decision wtth cooperative
agreements and plans or policies of other agencies.

- suitability and need for change in landownership or use
for purposes including, but not limited to, community
expansion or economic development, such as residential,
commercial, industrial, oragricultural (other than grazing)
development; and

- state and local governmental requests and
recommendations for retention or disposal of BLM
administered public land.

Lands that fail 10 clearly meet either the retention or
disposal criteria, will. Lands in this category will include:

- lands where disposttion would pose questions as to
consistency with other Federal, state, local government or
tribal land use plans.

- lands underwithdrawal review.

. lands where less than full fee conveyance would reserve
specifically identified significant publicvalues to protect
public interests.

- lands where management is not cost-effective, but not
clearly negative, and multiple use values are marginal.



- lands where cooperative management best serves the
public interest.

* lands with potential for future public use based on
developing needs.

- lands with potential for transfer under the Good Neighbor
program.

- lands in areas of public access deficiencies.

Generally public land within the retention zone (see maps
I and 7 of the Draft RMP/EIS)  will remain in public
ownership and continue to be administered by the Bureau
of Land Management. Transfers to other agencies will
continue to be considered where additional public
benefits will be derived or where improved management
efficiency will result. Any site-specific adjustment
decisions will be based on the application of the criteria
stated above, and each situation will be evaluated on its
own merits.

Public land to be sold must meet at least one of the criteria
cite in Section 203 (a) of the Federal Land Policy and
Management AU: (I) such tract because of its location or
other characteristics is difficuit and uneconomic to manage
as pad of the public lands, and is not suitable for
management by another Federal department or agency;
or (2) such tract was acquired for a specific purpose and
the tract is no longer required forthat or any other Federal
purpose; or (3) disposal of such tract will serve important
public objectives, including but not limited to, expansion
of communities and economic development, which
cannot be achieved prudently or feasibly on land other
than public land and which outweigh other public
objectives and values, including, but not limited to,
recreation and scenic values, which would serve by
maintaining such tract in Federal ownership.

Public land will only be sold when the following criteria are
met: (1) it is required by national policy; (2) it will achieve
disposal objectives on a timely basis and where disposal
through exchange would cause unacceptable delays; (3)
it is determined that disposal through exchange is not
feasible; or (4) it is required to facilitate title clearance.

The preferred method of selling public land would be by
competitive sealed bidding by qualifying purchasers.
However, modified competftive  bidding or direct sale
procedures may be used when necessary to avoid
jeopardizing an existing use on adjacent land or to avoid
dislocation of existing public land users. No land will be
sold for a monetary amount less than fair market value, as
determined by appraisal.

Public lands to be exchanged must meetthecriieria
established by Sections 102,205, and 206 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act. The following land
exchange criteria are designed to provide consistent
direction, while allowing the line managerflexibility to meet

local, state and national needs. All proposals will be
evaluated to determine ft the selected lands will:

-facilitate access to areas retained for long term public
use.

- enhance Congressionally designated areas, rivers or
trails.

- be primarily in the “retention” areas. Acquisition in
“Further Study”areas  or “disposal” areas will only be
considered if the action leads to and/or facilitates long
term needs or program objectives.

-facilitate national, state and local BLM priorities or mission
statement needs.

- stabilizeor enhance local economicsorvalues

- meet tong term public land management goals as
opposed to short term.

- be of sufficient size to improve use of adjoining lands, or
if isolated, large enough in scale to allow the identified
potential public land use.

- allow more diverse use, more intensive use, or a change
in uses to better fulfill the Bureau’s mission.

- maintain or enhance important and recognized public
landvalues. Especially noteworthy are identified,
designated, special or high interest value areas.

- enhance the opportunity for new or emerging public land
uses or values.

- contribute to a wide spectrum of uses or large number of
public land users.

-facilitate management practices, uses, scale of
operations or degrees of management intensity that are
viable under economic program efficiency standards.

- secure the public significant water related land interests.
These interests will include lake shore, riverfront, stream,
pond or spring sties.

The following major land transfer actions are listed in their
order of preference:

1. State Lieu and State Grant selections,

2. State Exchanges,

3. Private Exchanges,

4. Recreation and Public Purpose patents,

5. BLM/US Forest Service jurisdictional transfers (These
are jurisdictional transfers usually involving limited
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acreages; it does not referto  the proposed BLM/Forest
Service interchange that is presently under
consideration.),

6. Withdrawals for other federal agencies,

7. Public sales,

8. Indian allotments, or

9. Desert land entries.

Table Fl - Potential Land Disposal
Tracts

pescritotfon Acreaae

Umatllla County(2783  acres)

T.3N.,R.27E.
Sec. 2: SEl/4SEl/4

12: S1/2SE1/4
24: SW114

T. 2 N., R. 8 E.
Sec. 10: NW1/4SW1/4

28: El12El12

T. 4 N., R. 28 E.
Sec. 14: Aportionof S1/2SE1/4SW1/4

T. 5 N., R. 28 E.
Sec.26: W112NW1/4SW1/4,  SWll4SWlf4,

N1/4SE1/4SW1/4
28: E112Ell2
32: W112NElI4
34: S1/2SWll4NW1/4

T.5N.,R.29E.
Sec.22: SWll4NW114

34: NE1/4NE1/4

T. 5 N.. R. 30 E
Sec. 4: SE1/4NE1/4

10: 5112
11: E112WV2
13: SE114

T.5NqR.31 E.
Sec. 2: Lot 3

8: SWll4SEll4

T. 6 N., R. 31 E.
Sec. 17: Lot3

T.6N.,R.32E.
Sec. 15: Lot 4

40.00
80.00

160.00

T.3S.,R.301/2E.
Sec. 25: Lot 3

36: Lots 1,2,3,  & 4

T. 2 S., R. 31 E.
Sec. 12: NE1/4NE1/4

40.00 T. 3 S., R. 31 E.
160.00 Sec. 17: S112SW114

7.47
T.4S.,R.31 E.

Sec. 28: SW1/4SE1/4
28: Wll2NElI4

80.00
160.00
80.00
20.00

T. 5 S., R. 31 E.
Sec. 6: SEl/4NE1/4

T.6S.,R.31 E.,
Sec. 29: SE1/4SW1/4

40.00
40.00

T. 2 S., R. 33 E.
Sec. 4: Lot 2

5: Lots10,11&13
9: Lots5&8

11: Lot3
40.00

320.00
160.00
160.00

13: Lot 6
19: Lots4&16

T. 5 S., R. 33 E.
Sec. 19: SE1/4NW1/4

30: SE1/4NW1/4
34.50
40.00

37.05

40.09

T. 2 S., R. 34 E.
Sec. 13: Lot 5

T. 3 N., R. 36 E.
Sec. 14: E1/2SW1/4,  NW1/4SEl14

23: NEll4NWll4

T. 4 N. R. 37 E.
Sec. 4: Lot4

T. 1 S., R. 30 E.
Sec. 8: SWll4NEll4

T.3S.,R.30E.
Sec. 24: SW1/4SE1/4

T.4S.,R.30E.
Sec. 9: SW1/4SE1/4

T. 6S.,  R.30 E.
Sec. 33: SWll4NEll4

120.00
40.00

48.22

40.00

40.00

40.00

40.00

22.52
91.74

40.00

80.00

40.00
80.00

40.00

40.00

3.05
33.46
31.61

2.08
11.63
74.27

40.00
40.00

5.07
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Description Acreaqe

Asotln  County (591 acres)

T. 6 N., R. 44 E.
Sec. 10: SEl/4NE1/4.  NE1/4SE1/4

1 I: NWll4SWll4
15: Lots1 &4

T.7N.,R.44E.
Sec. 12: W112NWll4,  NW1/4SW1/4

T. 7 N., R. 45 E.
Sec. 28: SWll4NElI4

T. 7 N., R. 46 E.
Sec. 2: NW1/4SE1/4

1 I : SWll4NEll4
15: SEll4SW114
18: NWll4SEll4
19: SE1/4SE114
22: NElI4NWll4

Wallowa County (1244 acres)

T. 4 N., R. 43 E.
Sec. 4: NWlI4SEl14

10: SEl14NEV4
11: SEll4SE114

T. 6 N., R. 44 E.
Sec. 14: Lots 2.3 & 4

17: Lot4

T.lN.,R.45E.
Sec. 1: Lot 7

2: Lot 6

T. 1 l/2 N., R.45 E.
Sec. 35: Lots 1,2 & 3

T. 5 N., R. 45 E.
Sec. 10: SEll4NWll4

11: NElI4NWll4

T. 2 N., R.45 l/2 E.
Sec. 6: Lot 2

T. 2 N.. R. 46 E.
Sec. 30: Lot 7

T. 3 N., R. 48 E.
Sec. 34: SE1/4NW114

T. 5 N., R. 46 E.
Sec. 6: S1/2NE1/4,  W1/2SE1/4
Sec. 3: SEII4SWIl4

9: SEl/4NE1/4

80.00
40.00
70.78

120.00

40.00

40.00
40.00
40.00
40.00
40.00
40.00

40.00
40.00
40.00

54.79
19.66

8.12
3.62

3.53

40.00
40.00

7.19

14.79

40.00

160.00
40.00
40.00

Descrbtlon Acreaqe

T. 2 N., R. 47 E.
Sec. 13: NE1/4NEl/4

31: Lots8.11&18

T. 6 N., R. 47 E.
Sec. 32: SWll4NW114

33: NEll4NWll4

T. 1 S., R. 45 E.
Sec. 24: SWll4SEll4

T. 1 S., R. 46 E.
Sec. 1: Lots3&6

20: SElMSE114
23: SEll4SW114
28: SEll4SWlI4

T. 2 S., R. 46 E.
Sec. 10: NW1/4SEll4

23: NE114SEll4
24: SE114NE114

T. I S., R. 47 E.
Sec. 32: NEll4SEll4

33: NE1/4NEl/4

T. 2 S., R. 47 E.
Sec. 22: SWll4SWll4

29: sw1/4sw1/4

Morrow County (786 acres)

T. 2 N.. R. 27 E.
Sec. 6: Lot3

T.4N.,R.26E.
Sec. 8: Sll2NEll4, NlI2SW114

T. 5 N., R. 27 E.
Sec. 20: Unlotted portion of NWl/4SW1/4 18.00

40.00
1.60

40.00
40.00

40.00

90.50
40.00
40.00
40.00

40.00
40.00
40.00

40.00
40.00

40.00
40.00

40.00

160.00

T. 3 S., R. 23 E.
Sec. 31: Lots2.3, &4, El/2SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4,

SEll4SE114 354.10
32: SWll4SWll4 40.00

T. 1 S., R. 24 E.
Sec. 24: Lot 2 39.81

T.2S., R.29 E.,
Sec. 1: NW114SE114 40.00

T. 4 S., R. 29 E.
Sec. 3: Lots I, 2,3, & 4 61.96

4: Lots1  &2 32.00
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Description Acreacie Descrlptlon Acreage

Union County (1275 acres)

T. 1 N., R.41 E.
Sec. 19: SE1/4SE1/4

T. 4 S., R. 35 E.
Sec. 4: NE1/4SWl/4

17: SEl14SEll4

T.4S.,R.39E.
Sec. 29: Nll2NWll4

T. 5 S., R. 39 E.
Sec. 1: NE114SW114

3: NEi/4SE1/4
14: NE1/4NE1/4,W1/2SEl/4

40.00
40.00

120.00

T. 1 S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 15: NE1/4SW1/4 40.00

T. 5 S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 15: NW1/4NW1/4,  NEll4SWll4

22: SW1/4NE1/4
80.00
40.00

T.6S.,R.40E.
Sec. 3: SW1/4NEl/4

13: SW1/4NE1/4
24: SW1/4SE1/4
25: NE1/4NW1/4
26: Lot I

40.00
40.00
40.00
40.60
40.87

T.6S.,R.41 E.
Sec.20: SE114NWll4

21: E112NWll4
28: NEl/4NW1/4
30: Lot3
33: sw1/4sw1/4
34: NW1/4NE1/4
36: Lots 1,2,3,4,5,6,7  6 8,

NW1/4NE1/4

40.00
80.00
40.00
40.80
40.00
40.00

123.47

T. 6 S., R. 42 E.
Sec. 30: W1/2NE1/4

31: Lot 3, excepting that portion
in MS 680

80.00

30.00

Baker County (11,628 acres)

T. 13 S., R. 36 E.
Sec. 15: SW114NEll4 40.00

T. 12 S., R. 37 E.
Sec. 13: SElt4NWll4, NEll4SWll4 80.00

14: SE1/4NE1/4,  El/2NW1/4 120.00

40.00

40.00
40.00

80.00

T. 13 S., R. 37 E.
Sec. 5: SlRNEIl4 80.00

9: NE1/4NE1/4 40.00
15: E1/2NE1/4 80.00
27: NWll4SWll4 40.00
30: SE1/4NW1/4 40.00

T.14S.,R.37E.
Sec. 6: Lot3 37.73

T. 12 S., R. 38 E.
Sec. 2: Lot 2, SW1/4SE1/4 79.53

4: Lot3 40.73
22: NE1/4SE1/4 40.00

T. 13 S., R. 38 E.
Sec. 19: E1/2SE1/4 60.00

20: w1/2sw1/4,
NE1/4SW1/4NWlI4SEI/4 160.00

T. 14 S.. R. 38 E.
Sec. 4: Lot 3, SE1/4NW1/4 80.44

T. 7 S., R. 39 E.
Sec. 26: W1/2SE1/4, SE1/4SE1/4 120.00

35: N112NEll4 80.00

T. 9 S., R. 39 E.
Sec. 8: Unnumbered Lot 0.78

T.lOS.R.39E.
Sec. 13: W1/2NE1/4,  SEll4NWll4,  Wll2SWll4,

SEll4SWll4 240.00
14: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00
33: sw1/4sw1/4 40.00

T.llSR.39E.
Sec. 2: Lots 1 & 2 70.17

31: Lot3 33.37

T.12S.,R.39E.
Sec. 5: Lot I, SE114NE114 72.48

T. 6 S., R. 40 E:
Sec. 18: Lot 6 10.42

T. 7 S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 26: NE114NEV4 40.00
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Descrimlon Acreaae Descrlptlon Acreage

T. 9 S., R. 40 E.
Sec.26: SV2NE114.  E1/2NW1/4,  NWll4NWV4,

N1/2SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4 360.00
27: E1/2NE1/4.  SWll4NEll4,

NEll4SEll4 160.00
34: SW114NW114,  W1/2SW114,

SE1/4SW1/4 160.00
35: NW1/4NE1/4 40.00

T. IO S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 1: That parlof Lot 1 in theS1/2NE1/4,

That part of Lot 2 in the Nll2NE114,
N1/2SE1/4 240.20

3: That part of Lot I in the SW114NWll4,
That part of Lot 2 in the NW1/4NW1/4.
NWll4SWll4

T. IO S., R. 41 E.
Sec. 9: NE1/4NE1/4

1 0 :  SE114SE114
12: S1/2NE1/4,SE1/4SE1/4
13: NE114NE114
14: E1/2NW1/4,  NE1/4SW1/4
15: N1/2SW1/4,SE1/4SW1/4
18: N1/2SE1/4
21: NEll4NEll4,  SEll4NWll4
22: NWll4NWll4

40.00
40.00

120.00
40.00

120.00
120.00
80.00
80.00
40.00

T.8S.,R.42E.
Sec. 24: E1/2E1/2 160.00

‘120.37 T.9S.,R.42E.
Sec. 25: Sl/2S1/2

35: SW1/4NE1/4,  SE1/4NW1/4,
NEll4SWll4,  NWll4SEll4

T. 11 S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 6: SE1/4NE1/4

T. 12 S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 28: NW1/4SW1/4
29: SE1/4SW1/4

T. 13 S., R. 40 E.
Sec. 2: Lot 3

9: SEll4NWll4,  NE1/4SW1/4,SE1/4
10: Ntl2SWll4

T. 7 S., R. 41 E.
Sec. 1: NWll4SWll4

4: Lots3&4,SE1/4SWI/4,
NEl/4SW1/4

7: Lots1 &2
11: SW1/4SE1/4
12: sw1/4sw1/4
14: SE1/4NE1/4,  NWil4NE114
23: SE1/4NWl/4
26: SEll4NEll4,  Ell2SW114,  SE114
35: N112NE1/4,  NE1/4NW1/4,

SE1/4NE1/4

T. 8 S., R. 41 E.
Sec. 7: Lot4

9: W1/2SE1/4
19: N1/2NE1/4
28: N112SEil4

T. 9 S., R. 41 E.
Sec. 24: NW1/4SW1/4

40.00

40.00
40.00

40.44
240.00

80.00

40.00

160.80
74.30
40.00
40.00
80.00
40.00

280.00

160.00

39.34
80.00
80.00
80.00

40.00

T.lOS..R.42E.
Sec. 6: SW1/4SE1/4

11: NE1/4SE1/4
17: SEll4SWll4
18: Lot 1, SEll4SW114,  Ell2SEl I4

T.llS.,R.42E.
Sec. 3: NWll4SWll4

4: S1/2NE1/4
8: SWfl4NWll4

T.12S.,R.42E.

160.00

160.00

40.00
40.00
40.00

159.23

40.00
80.00
40.00

Sec. 13: Portions of Golden Horseshoe Lode,
Freegold  No. 4 Lode, CKC Lode 32.02

24: Poltions  of Maly  Lode, Freegold  No. I,
No. 2, No. 4 Lodes 44.22

T.8S.,R.43E.
Sec. 19: Lots 1,2,&3,  WV2NE114,  El12NWil4,

NE1/4SW1/4,  NWI/4SEI/4 381.15
30: Lots2,3,  &4, E1/2SW1/4,W1/2SE1/4,

NE1/4NE1/4 337.50
29: W112NW1/4, NWll4SWl14 120.00

T. 9 S., R. 43 E.
Sec. 15: SW1/4SE1/4

22: NWll4NEll4
40.00
40.00

30: Lot 3 38.27
31: NlI2NEil4 80.00
32: SW1/4NW1/4,NW~l4SW1/4 80.00
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Description Acreaae

T.lOS.,R.43E.
Sec. 3: SE1/4SE1/4 40.00

4: Nll2SWll4,  SEll4SWll4 120.00
5: Lot 3, SWll4NE114,  SWll4SWll4,

N1/2SE1/4 200.00
11: Ell2SWll4 80.00
23: SEll4NEli4,  N1/2SE1/4 120.00
24: NWll4SWll4 40.00
26: E1/2NE1/4 80.00

T.llS.,R.43E.
Sec. 23: Nll2SW114,  NWll4SEll4 120.00

31: SWI/4SEI/4 40.00
35: NEl/4SW1/4 40.00
36: Nil2 320.00

T. 12 S., R. 43 E.
Sec. 18: Lots 7,9,10,11 & 12, Little Bess Lode,

Freegold  No. 8 and portions of
Golden Horseshoe,

Freegold  No. 4 & No. 5
19: Lot 4, Freegold  No. 3, portions of

Freegold  No. 2 and Mary Lode
23: NWll4SWll4

T.8S.,R.44E.
Sec. 13: SE1/4SE1/4

15: Lot3
21: Lots 1 & 2, Ollie Wocdman Lode
22: Lot 3

T. 9 S.. R. 44 E.
Sec. 23: SEI/4NWI/4,  Sll2SEll4

24: SE1/4NE1/4
26: NWll4NEll4,  SWll4SEll4,

E1/2SE1/4
27: NWll4NW114,  NWll4SEll4
31: Ell2SWll4,  NWll4SEll4
34: SWll4SEtl4

T. 10 S., R. 44 E.
Sec. 2: SWll4SW114

3: NWll4SEll4
6: Lots 3 & 4
18: Lots2&3

T. 11 S., R. 44 E.
Sec. 19: Lot 1

33: SE114SWll4

T. 12 S., R. 44 E.
Sec. 31: Lots 2,3,  &4

137.00

T.7S.,R.46E.
Sec. 25: E112E112,  NWll4NEll4

36: E1/2NE1/4,  NE114SEl14

101.27 T.
40.00

8 S., R. 46 E.
Sec. 1: Lot 2

40.00
27.58
26.00
10.80

T. 9 S., R. 46 E.
Sec. 11: SW1/4NE1/4

T. 11 S., R. 46 E.
Sec. 7: Lots 1,2,3 &4, E1/2SW1/4,

Nll2SEll4

120.00
40.00

160.00
60.00

120.00
40.00

T.7S.,R.47E.
Sec. 30: Lots 1,2,3, & 4

31: Lots 1 &2, NE1/4NE1/4,
S1/2SWl/4NEl/4

40.00
40.00
77.21
77.39

9.70
40.00

130.62

Description Acreage

T.8S.,R.45E.
Sec. 28: W112W1/2SE1/4SW1/4

T. 9 S., R. 45 E.
Sec. 19: Lots2,3.  &4, E112SWV4

30: Lot 3
35: E112SWll4

T. 11 S., R.45 E.
Sec. 12: Sl/2NE1/4,  Nl12SE114

T.13S.,R.45E.
Sec. 30: Lot 3

T. 14 S., R. 45 E.
Sec. 19: SWIl4NEll4,  Wll2SEll4

30: Nl/2NWl/4NE1/4

10.00

197.87
39.48
80.00

160.00

40.06

120.00
20.00

200.00
120.00

40.00

40.00

320.96

166.48

142.40


